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Abstract
Over the past decade, the farm financial crisis and devastating drought conditions 
have confronted farm families. While researchers have examined some aspects of how 
farm families are coping with these stressors, little attention has focused on the 
factors that explain how different families respond to stressful events, particularly the 
influence of cultural factors as identified by Salamon. This research addressed the 
following questions: (a) What level of distress is currently experienced by farm 
families?; (b) What are the differences between men’s and women’s experience of 
distress?; (c) How do age, education, and off-farm employment influence the 
experience of distress?; and (d) How do farm goals influenced by a yeoman or 
entrepreneur world view affect the stress experience?
Thirty-nine farm families from across central Illinois, previous participants in the 
University of Illinois Cooperative Extension program for financially distressed farmers, 
were involved in this study. In a two-hour interview couples provided information 
regarding life events during the past three years, current physiological and 
psychological stress symptoms, yeoman/entrepreneur world view, and farm and family 
characteristics.
The results indicated a wide range of severity of distress was experienced by these 
families, with the majority scoring near the mean levels. Men and women experienced 
very similar stress symptoms, including anxiety and paranoid ideation. Younger couples 
experienced more stressors as well as a more severe reaction to those stressors than 
older couples. Better educated men and women experienced fewer difficulties with 
paranoid ideation. Off-farm employment was positively correlated with greater 
distress. Also, yeoman and entrepreneurial world views had a major impact on the
ways in which families perceived and experienced stressful events. Those couples who 
adhered to the value of utilizing family resources as opposed to resources outside of 
the family were particularly likely to be adversely affected by stressful farm-related 
events. Overall, these results demonstrate that many factors influence farm families’ 
responses to economic and environmental events. Future decisions regarding effective 
policy and services for farm families in crisis will need to consider the diverse 
responses and coping strategies of these families.
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Introduction
Over the past decade, midwest farm families have confronted unusual 
difficulties from the farm crisis in the mid-1980s, later compounded by a devastating 
drought during the summer of 1988. Researchers have investigated what aspects of the 
economic crisis most affected farm families, which families were most vulnerable to 
financial difficulty and how the families responded to the stressors (Bultena, Lasley & 
Geller, 1986; Duncan, Volk & Lewis, 1988; Heffernan & Heffernan, 1986a, 1986b; 
Johnson & Booth, in press; Marotz-Baden, 1988; Murdock, Albrecht, Hamm, Leistritz & 
Leholm, 1986; Rosenblatt & Keller, 1983; Salamon & Davis-Brown, 1986; Walker & 
Walker, 1987; Weigel & Weigel, 1987). Nevertheless, Hennon and Marotz-Baden (1987) 
assert that critical information is still missing regarding how farm families handle 
stress, what predicts distress among this group, and which stressors are particularly 
difficult for farm families. This study was designed to address some of these 
questions.
Many researchers of rural populations assume that farm families are 
homogeneous in their motivations and goals for farming. However, such an assumption 
overlooks cultural variations observed among American farmers by anthropologists 
(e.g., Salamon, 1984, 1985). Considering cultural variation among farm families should 
yield new insights into the experience and outcomes of stressful events for these 
families.
This research is a first attempt to quantitatively study the influence of 
culturally-based priorities, otherwise known as a world view, on how farm families 
experience stress. The current study is unique in that data were collected during the 
drought-plagued summer of 1988, a time when some farm families faced another
significant stressor a few years after first encountering financial difficulties. Indeed, a 
number of families were still experiencing economic problems at the time the drought 
occurred.
The 39 sample families were from 20 counties across central Illinois, who all 
currently farmed or had farmed before being forced out as a result of financial 
problems. These families had sought help between Spring 1985 and Winter 1987 from a 
University of Illinois Cooperative Extension program designed for financially distressed 
farmers.
Farm families were asked to report life events, physiological and psychological 
symptoms, yeoman/entrepreneur world view, and farm and family characteristics. The 
major questions addressed in this research are: (a) What level of distress is currently 
experienced by these farm families?; (b) What are the differences between men’s and 
women’s experience of distress?; (c) How do age, education and off-farm employment 
influence the experience of distress?; and (d) How do farm goals influenced by a 
yeoman or entrepreneur world view affect the stress experience? The answers will 
help to clarify how mid-western farm families respond to stressful economic and 
environmental problems.
Literature Review
This section includes a review of theoretical literature on stress and coping, an 
analysis of studies focusing on farm families’ experience during the farm crisis, and an 
examination of a typology which provides a mechanism for understanding cultural 
variation among farm families.
Stress and Coping
Family stress and coping is an area of research which is quite vast.
Investigation of the topic began with Angell’s (1936) classic book concerning the 
effects of the Great Depression on families. Numerous studies have been conducted 
since that time, yet basic questions remain unanswered regarding family stress.
Because several comprehensive reviews of the family stress and coping 
literature exist (Boss, 1987; Hansen & Johnson, 1979), only a brief discussion will be 
presented. Although Angell’s (1936) work might be considered the initial family stress 
research, Hill (1958) receives the credit for developing the first cohesive theory 
explaining the progression of the family stress experience, known as the ABC-X model. 
In the ABC-X Moael, three factors combine to influence an outcome. The components 
of family stress are labeled the Stressor Event (A), the Family’s Coping Resources (B) 
and the Perception of the Event (C). Outcome is referred to as the X factor. In Hill’s 
model, the X factor only referred to crisis, meaning that the stressor was 
overwhelming and could not be mediated by the family’s resources or perceptions.
Thus, H ill’s model was pessimistic in viewing the family’s ability to handle stress 
effectively.
McCubbin and Patterson (1983) refined Hill’s ABC-X model to formulate what 
they referred to as the Double ABC-X Model. This adaptation of the ABC-X model
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adds the concept of feedback to the basic structure Hill had formulated. Also, in their 
model McCubbin and Patterson (1983) include the possibility for families to negotiate 
their stressful experiences successfully, by referring to coping as well as crisis. H ill’s 
model is linear by not allowing for feedback from the family system before the family 
reaches the crisis (X) point. In contrast, the McCubbin and Patterson model allows for 
the circular influences of past and concurrent stressors, resources and perceptions to 
influence the outcome of the stressful experience, whether it be toward successful or 
unsuccessful adaptation.
The "Stressor Event" is defined as "an event that is capable of causing change 
and stress but that does not necessarily do so every time" (Boss, 1987, p. 698). This 
definition illustrates a range of influence a single stressor event may have, from no 
effect to a substantial one. The actual outcome depends on the interaction of stress 
with resources, perceptions and previous outcomes. The definition also leaves open the 
possibility for stressor events such as a wedding, the birth of a child, or winning the 
lottery, to be subjectively ascribed with either positive, negative or neutral meaning.
Two categories of stressors are best viewed within the context of the 
developmental perspective (Boss, 1987; McCubbin & Patterson, 1983; Montgomery,
1982) where family members anticipate certain experiences at particular points in their 
lives. By preparing to face these situations, families weaken the influence of the 
stressors when one appears. Such stressors may be referred to as "normative stressors" 
(Boss, 1987; Marotz-Baden & Colvin, 1986; McCubbin & Patterson, 1983; Montgomery, 
1982). However, other types of stressors arise unexpectedly, known as "non-normative 
stressors" (Marotz-Baden & Colvin, 1986; Montgomery, 1982), for which anticipatory 
preparation is not possible. Consequently, families must deal with these stressors after
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they occur (Montgomery, 1982). Stressors may also be acute or chronic in onset (Boss, 
1987; Montgomery, 1982). Acute stressors are problematic situations that are 
disturbing to varying degrees, but brief: a child’s first trip to the dentist, which is 
stressful for both the child and the parent; or an automobile accident involving an 
entire family. Chronic stressors, unlike acute stressors, continue over time and must 
be dealt with daily. In the example of the automobile accident, if the accident 
resulted in paralysis of a family member, the paralysis would be a chronic stressor to 
which the family must adjust.
Although it may seem that acute stressors are synonymous with non-normative 
stressors, and chronic stressors are synonymous with normative stressors, this is not 
necessarily the case. It is possible to have an acute normative stressor, such as an 
elderly parent unexpectedly dying in her sleep. A chronic non-normative stressor is, 
for example, a child’s disease which is manifested in a gradual deterioration of 
abilities.
The B factor, "Coping Resources/' is defined as "the family’s individual and 
collective strengths at the time the stressor event occurs" (Boss, 1987, p. 702). One 
important point is that a family may possess resources which would contribute to its 
capacity to address a problematic situation, but it might not utilize those resources 
(Boss, 1987; McCubbin & Patterson, 1983). A family’s decision of whether to take 
advantage of its coping resources has a profound effect on the eventual outcome of the 
stress experience.
The third factor, C, is the family’s "Perception of the Event." Boss (1987) 
suggests that a family’s perception of a stressor is an influential variable in 
determining family stress. This results from one of two situations:
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(1) One in which the family cannot get the facts surrounding the event . . . 
and/or
(2) one in which family members can get the facts surrounding the event but, 
for some reason, ignore or deny or distort them (Boss, 1987, p. 709, italics in 
original).
In the first instance, the family lacks an objective definition of the situation. To 
understand their experience and have some basis for their actions, the family gives an 
event meaning and constructs their own definition of the situation. They respond to 
the "reality" formulated in the process. According to the other alternative, although a 
family is supplied a factual definition of the situation, the family-constructed 
definition over-rides it. Again, it is the family-constructed definition to which the 
family reacts. An outsider not aware of the family’s conception of the situation sees 
this response to the stressor as baffling or even inappropriate, yet the family members 
believe their actions make perfect sense.
It must be emphasized that reacting to a family-constructed reality can be a 
functional response to stress. Taylor’s (1983) research demonstrated that for cancer 
patients and their families, denying or ignoring the doctor’s prognosis actually helped 
cope with a terminal disease. The patients and their families could then construct a 
sense of meaning in the experience, gain a sense of mastery over the condition and 
enhance self-esteem despite the difficulty. Essentially, families’ attitudes about their 
lives were positively affected by illusions, and the families were often motivated to 
actively respond to their situations. In Taylor’s research, patients who reacted in this 
manner coped more effectively with cancer than those who took a more "objective" 
perspective.
F inally, the X Factor, or the outcome of the situation, must be considered.
Given the interplay among the A, B, and C factors, as well as the feedback effects 
explained in the Double ABC-X model, outcomes may be effective or ineffective 
adaptation to the stress. Other terms are used to describe the possible outcomes, 
"bonadaptation" and "maladaptation," or coping and crisis (Boss, 1987; Montgomery, 
1982). Difficulties arise from inconsistent definitions and use of these terms in the 
literature. Hansen and Johnson (1979) consider "crisis" to be a continuous variable, 
whereas both Boss and Montgomery support a categorical definition. The definitions of 
crisis and coping used here are based on Boss’ and Montgomery’s definitions. The 
categorical perspective facilitates clarity in conceptualization and measurement. Thus, 
"crisis" will refer to the unsuccessful or dysfunctional adjustment of a family to a 
stressor or series of stressors. The results of ineffective adaptation are seen in 
increased unresolved conflict among family members, scapegoating, or the 
psychological or emotional collapse of one or more family members. "Coping" is used 
to denote the successful or functional adjustment of a family to a stressor or series of 
stressors. A family may demonstrate effective adaptation through an increase in 
family members’ unity and cooperation to alleviate the stressful situation, or through 
clear communication and emotional support when family members struggle through 
periods of discouragement.
In assessing the functional or dysfunctional characteristics of the outcome of a 
family’s adaptation to stress, it is important to approach the family as a group of 
interdependent individuals. Boss (1987) notes, . . families that cope the best have 
strength as a unit as well as in the individual members" (p. 705). The converse of this
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assertion is also supported: "The family as a group is not coping if even one member 
manifests distress symptoms" (Boss, 1987, p. 704, italics in original).
Coping with stressors: An in-depth look. The ability of the Double ABC-X 
Model to account for functional outcomes as well as dysfunctional outcomes 
contributed to the focus on coping (as opposed to stress and crisis) that emerged in the 
later 1970s and early 1980s family-stress literature. Researchers delineated various 
classifications of coping strategies: internal versus external (Boss, 1987;
Marotz-Baden & Colvin, 1986; McCubbin & McCubbin, 1988; Taylor, 1983); active 
versus passive (Boss, 1987; Taylor, 1983); socializing versus isolating (Boss, 1987; 
McCubbin & McCubbin, 1988); and functional versus dysfunctional (Lazarus, 1966 cited 
in Boss, 1987).
According to the first classification, internal coping strategies involve the 
psychological strengths of individual family members and the family as a whole. 
Psychological techniques are included in the internal category: creating personal 
illusions or denial of objective reality; keeping a positive attitude; and reframing the 
situation (Boss, 1987; Marotz-Baden & Colvin, 1986; Taylor, 1983). Self-esteem and 
self-enhancement (comparing oneself with those who are less-well-adjusted) are also 
considered influential in coping with stressors (Boss, 1987; Taylor, 1983). Specifically, 
McCubbin and McCubbin (1988) point to group integration and flexibility as internal 
resources families can use in coping with stresses. External strategies involve 
non-household support systems such as friends, neighbors and professionals.
The active/passive dimension is a second way coping strategies may be 
classified. Active strategies include intentional physical and mental exercises that 
lead to a change in the situation or in the perception of the situation. These include
assuming control over the experience by gaining information (Taylor, 1983), learning 
new skills, or doing something about it (Lazarus, 1977 cited in Boss, 1987). Examples 
of passive strategies would be relying on alcohol and other substances, avoidance of the 
situation or thinking about the situation, or simply waiting to see what happens (Boss, 
1987; Weigel & Weigel, 1987).
A third classification suggests that some coping strategies draw people 
experiencing the stress closer to others, whereas alternative strategies isolate hurting 
individuals and families from others, often those who could provide the most effective 
assistance. Some examples of socializing strategies are building and maintaining close 
relationships and family stability, or attending a dance or party to deal with depression 
(Boss, 1987). Isolating strategies would include declining a party invitation and 
watching television at home, one spouse staying at a hotel after an argument, or a 
family ceasing to entertain after the death of a child.
These coping strategies are important in determining a family’s functional or 
dysfunctional outcome. Boss (1987) suggests current research demonstrates that active 
rather than passive strategies predict better family functioning. She also asserts those 
strategies which promote interaction with others are more functional than those which 
promote isolation.
Farming: The Stressful Life
Farm families are a particularly appropriate population for the study of stress. 
Farming is among the most stressful and dangerous occupations in the United States 
(Smith, Colligan, & Hurrel, 1977 cited in Walker & Walker, 1987). This contrasts 
sharply with the notions many people hold regarding "tranquil," rural America.
Several factors contribute to the stress of this way of life. First, most farming
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machinery is dangerous to operate, even under optimal conditions. Chemicals are 
hazardous, even lethal if mistakes are made in preparation or application. Mere 
exposure to some chemicals can cause physical discomfort or long-term damage. 
Newspapers in farming communities frequently report farming accidents and fatalities 
due to equipment or chemical malfunctions. These problems are referred to in Walker 
and Walker’s list of stressors as "pressures in keeping up with new technology and 
products" (1987b, cited in Walker & Walker, 1987). Most of these stresses are constant 
threats in farming, and may therefore be considered normative.
More pertinent to this thesis is the shift from labor-intensive farming, where 
success results from "old-fashioned hard work," to capital-intensive farming which 
requires more managerial "labor," skills to deal with commodity markets, and good 
"business sense" (Jevne, 1979 cited in Walker & Walker, 1987). Poor managerial skills 
are exacerbated by the unpredictability of the commodity market. This financial 
complexity contributes to greater stress for rural families as compared with urban 
families. One study comparing families from the two areas revealed that rural 
families experienced more economic stressors than urban families (Marotz-Baden,
1988).
The potential effect of severe weather conditions, such as drought, is the final 
stressor considered here. Severe weather and market fluctuations can combine to 
destabilize farm families’ financial base. To the extent that the markets and weather 
are always unpredictable, these might be considered normative stressors for farm 
families. However, farmers can neither accurately predict nor adequately prepare for 
such stressors; in this sense, these stressors are non-normative. Also, financial
10
difficulties and drought are both noticeably chronic, as opposed to acute, stressors. 
Each of these chronic stressors will be discussed separately.
Economic stress in the fanning population. For many farm families, the Farm 
Crisis of the 1980s proved as devastating as was the Great Depression of the 1930s to 
a previous generation of farmers. The financial difficulties farmers faced throughout 
the last decade must be understood within the historical context of agricultural 
economics and governmental policy. Ironically, many recent economic problems 
resulted from Federal efforts in the 1930s to assist farmers in recovering from the 
Depression (Little, Proulx, Marlowe & Knaub, 1987). Governmental policies turned 
from concern for farm families and their economic stability after the Depression, to 
commercialization and increasing productivity in the 1970s, to the complex marketing 
system of today. Legislation and governmental policy shifted accordingly. These 
moves altered how governmental bureaucrats and bankers regulated farm loans, and 
therefore how farmers had to manage financially.
Little et al. (1987) suggest the following explanation of the Farm Crisis of the 
1980s. Governmental policy provided incentives for farmers to expand their operations 
during the 1970s. Such policies included raising the percentage of appraised land value 
that could be used for collateral from 65% to 85% and raising operating loan ceilings 
from $35,000 to $50,000. The Federal Credit Act of 1980 added to expansion 
incentives by increasing the percentage of land value which could be used for collateral 
from 85% to 97%.
Loan officers in the Federal Land Banks were given a special commission for 
the new loans they contracted, along with the increase in available loan money (or 
farmers (N. Bouslog, Rural Route advisor, personal communication, August 1988). With
such incentives, it is easy to see how the loan officers became less cautious in their 
lending practices. With land values high and the Government’s encouragement, lending 
institutions readily supplied farmers with capital for expansion in addition to operating 
expenses.
In the mid-1980s, the Federal Government began a crack-down on Federal Land 
Banks and other institutions which had become insolvent due to unsound lending 
policies. This forced many bankers to recall loans, to deny new loans to farmers 
already greatly in debt, and to foreclose on loans which many families were unable to 
pay (N. Bouslog, Rural Route advisor, personal communication, August 1988). This 
crack-down coincided with a decline in land values that left farm families with less 
valuable collateral than when their loans were negotiated.
Several studies on the social and emotional effects of the farm crisis found 
economic difficulties had a significant influence on farm families’ marital relationships 
(Duncan et al., 1988; Johnson & Booth, in press; Rosenblatt & Keller, 1983).
Rosenblatt & Keller (1983) demonstrated that marital quality is strained by the 
frequency with which husbands and wives blamed the other for their financial problems. 
The perception of economic loss, as opposed to objective loss, influenced the frequency 
of blame. Supporting Rosenblatt & Keller’s findings, Duncan et al. (1988) found that 
objective indicators of economic well-being had no effect on couples’ well-being or 
family life satisfaction; however, well-being and family life satisfaction were 
correlated with a couple’s perceptions of income adequacy. Thus, the degree to which 
a couple perceived its financial situation to be affected by the farm crisis influenced 
their marital relationship. Johnson & Booth (in press) also found that married farm 
couples experienced a change in marital quality which was prompted by financial
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difficulties. An increase in thoughts of divorce contributed to increased depression; 
these combined factors affected marital quality.
Since most research on farm families and the economic crisis was conducted in 
the mid-1980s, demographics, immediate stressors and the stress reactions of 
financially distressed farmers were typically compared with those not experiencing 
problems (Bultena et al., 1986; Heffernan & Heffernan, 1986a, 1986b; Murdock et al., 
1986; Walker & Walker, 1987; Weigel & Weigel, 1987). Little has been reported about 
farm families’ long-term adjustment to their situations. Although the "Farm Crisis" 
was over according to the wane of media coverage, families could be expected to still 
struggle with financial difficulties. The drought of 1988 (in some regions persisting in
1989) returned the plight of farm families to public awareness. But the drought simply 
became an additional stressor for families already severely stressed.
Drought as a stressor. Although drought is a natural disaster, it differs from 
other natural catastrophes, such as hurricanes or flash floods. A unique characteristic 
of the 1988 drought was that farmers were affected in a large area, whereas other 
natural disasters are usually confined to smaller regions. It is easy for farmers to see 
they shared this experience with their neighbors. In contrast, many families had no 
idea when neighbors were in financial trouble, until a farm sale was suddenly 
announced.
Though farmers knew others suffered from the drought, some frustration 
occurred because farms were not affected equally. It did not rain everywhere; thus, 
some farmers’ fields may have measured only 1/10 inch (.23 cm) of rain, whereas their 
neighbors may have received as much as 2 inches (4.5 cm) in the same "rain." This
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randomness increased the stress for farm families whose fields received less 
precipitation.
Farmers had to watch the drought wear down their crops day by day, little by 
little. Like the financial crisis, the stress was "extended over time." Unlike the 
financial crisis, which could be instantly alleviated only by a large inheritance or 
winning a lottery jackpot, any good rain would have helped crop production. This kept 
hope alive for many farm families, but it also increased the potential for families to be 
disappointed.
Farm Families and Economic Difficulties
Several studies have been conducted to determine the most significant stressors 
for farm families faced with financial difficulties (Heffernan & Heffernan, 1986a; 
Walker & Walker, 1987; Weigel & Weigel, 1987). Heffernan and Heffernan (1986a), 
marked the beginning of the research focused on farm family stress due to the "farm 
crisis." Other studies followed, each providing new insight into the experiences of 
farm families in a context of financial uncertainty. However, there were noticeable 
limitations to the initial studies.
Heffernan and Heffernan (1986a) interviewed 38 couples and 4 separated or 
divorced men forced out of farming in one Missouri county between January 1980 and 
January 1985. Their sample was mostly relatively young farmers, with over 75% of 
men and women less than 45 years old. Mean ages were not reported. These families 
had an average of 2.9 children with an average of 2.1 children still living at home.
The mean farm size for these families had been 500 acres: 200 acres owned; and 300 
acres rented.
To measure stress, the Heffernans (1986a) used a list of 15 reactions to stress 
and asked the respondents if the reactions had occurred, and if they continued to 
occur. Their findings suggested several common stress reactions that were somewhat 
differentiated by sex. For men, frequent symptoms of stress were depression, 
difficulty sleeping, feelings of worthlessness, high agitation and restlessness, in that 
order. Women reported that depression, sharp mood swings, high agitation, feelings of 
worthlessness and withdrawal from family and friends were their most common stress 
symptoms.
Several problems result from using the Heffernan and Heffernan (1986a) 
measurement of stress. First, no reliability or validity scores were mentioned, and no 
specific instrument was cited. Second, it is impossible to tell how long the respondents 
had experienced stress symptoms. For some families, the initial crisis occurred five 
years prior to the study; other families had only several months in which to cope with 
the situation. These factors bring into question any conclusions based on the 
Heffernan’s (1986a) study concerning the lasting effects of stress symptoms.
The Walker and Walker (1987) study involved participants throughout Manitoba, 
Canada. The subjects were 470 men and 338 women between the ages of 18 and 73. 
The average age for both men and women was 38.4 years. They acknowledged an 
overrepresentation of younger farmers as compared with the greater population; 
however, other characteristics were comparable with regional demographics.
Walker and Walker (1987) hypothesized that specific subgroups of farm men and 
women would be more susceptible to stress. The first group contained farmers with 
diversified operations, for example, livestock and grain as opposed to grain-only 
production. Within the mixed operation group, Walker and Walker found dairy farmers
the most stressed. They also found younger farm men and women more likely to 
experience greater stress (1987b, cited in Walker & Walker, 1987). Finally, Walker and 
Walker’s earlier study revealed that farmers who held off-farm jobs suffered from 
more stress symptoms than farmers who only worked on-farm.
Some sex differences emerged in the rank order of stressors and in the intensity 
of stress experienced, but overall, farm men and women were bothered by many of the 
same stressors. The most distressing events for both were time pressures, financial 
issues, work overload and governmental policies. Women, however, reported a higher 
level of disturbance by these stressors than men.
Walker and Walker pointed out, "many studies of farm stress . . .  do not tap the 
occupationally specific stressors associated with farming" (1987, p. 377). Therefore, 
Walker and Walker used the Farming Stress Inventory (FSI), which included stressors 
related to farming as an occupation as well as stressors common to other occupations. 
They also asked subjects to respond to the Hopkins Symptom Checklist and a health 
problems checklist. The FSI was reported to have satisfactory validity and reliability 
scores in preliminary tests. By using these reliable and valid measures of farm stress, 
they were able to determine the impact of farm-specific occupational stressors. The 
farm-specific stressors demonstrated a greater impact than general occupational 
stressors among farmers.
The findings of Walker and Walker’s (1987) study showed "trouble concentrating, 
sleep disruptions, change in health and increase in arguments" (p. 376) most accurately 
predicted the overall symptom scores for farm men and women. The most influential 
stressor item in predicting the symptom scores was "problems in balancing work and 
family responsibilities" (p. 376). Although variation between men and women appeared
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with particular stressors, there was some general agreement. Specifically, men 
reported a large percentage of work-related stressors; women were more diverse in the 
stressors they listed. For both men and women, over half the events were 
farm-oriented stressors.
A major limitation of Walker and Walker’s (1987) study is that it was individual 
rather than family-oriented. While this provides some insight into the stress 
experience, it does not capture the interaction of the family in experiencing and coping 
with farm-related stressors.
A third study is Weigel and Weigel’s (1987) investigation of stressors among 
two-generation farm families. Weigel and Weigel’s findings are important to the 
present discuss on because their sample of farm families experienced financial stress 
on top of normal stressors, resulting in a greater than usual stress load. They found 
that stressors grouped under equality issues, teamwork, differences in values and 
competition significantly affected the family members’ experience in the family 
enterprise. Younger couples reported more stress than the older couples, with 
daughters-in-law reporting the greatest stress.
Weigel and Weigel (1987) also investigated the coping strategies used by each of 
the four primary members of a two-generation farm family. These included faith, fun, 
talking and avoidance. Faith was used most frequently across the four family member 
categories. Fewer generational or sex differences were found in the use of coping 
strategies than were reported in the experience of stress; however, women were found 
to use a greater number of total coping strategies than men. Weigel and Weigel 
pointed out that women’s more frequent use of coping mechanisms may moderate the
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greater stress experienced so that women’s overall sense of stress is about the same as 
other family members.
Demographic characteristics in relation to stress. The relevance of several 
demographic variables to family stress is implicit to this text; however, the link 
between demographic variables and financial and psychological stress needs to be 
clarified and qualified. Scant attention to what influence demographic characteristics 
have on families’ experiences of stress appeared in the literature reviewed. This study 
includes the variables of gender, age, education and off-farm employment as critical to 
understanding stress and its effects in the family.
Weigel and Weigel’s (1987) research indicated women experienced more 
numerous stressors than men, yet they used more coping strategies. Thus, though 
women faced more stressors than men, their distress levels were not significantly 
different. On the other hand, Walker and Walker (1987) found women’s distress scores 
were greater than men’s scores. They also reported that men had more concerns 
pertaining to work and farm issues, whereas women experienced more diverse stressors, 
such as relationship and family issues. These findings do not yield consistent 
predictions regarding gender.
When age has been included, young farm families have reported more 
difficulties. Younger farmers experienced greater financial problems than older 
farmers (Bultena et al., 1986; Murdock et al., 1986). Age differences emerged in 
Weigel and Weigel’s (1987) study, with younger men and women reporting a greater 
number of stressors than older men and women. Younger farmers also reported greater 
distress levels (Walker & Walker, 1987).
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Education has demonstrated some correlation with other variables under 
consideration. Farmers who experienced financial problems had more education than 
those who had little economic difficulty (Bultena et al., 1986; Murdock et al., 1986). 
Farm men and women with better education were found to have off-farm jobs more 
often than those with less education (Bultena et al., 1986; Paynter & Hafstrom, 1988).
Off-farm employment is another factor in farm family stress experiences.
Walker and Walker (1987) indicated that men and women who worked off-farm 
experienced greater stress than farmers who did not work off-farm. Also, they found 
"balancing work and family" to be a major stressor.
Cultural Variation Among Farm Families
The basic stress and coping model has been reviewed and two specifically 
farm-related stressors, the farm crisis and the drought, examined. Several studies 
which addressed the farm crisis and its affects on families, as well as several 
important demographic variables were described. Attention is now turned to the 
anthropological study of farm family lives, an area of research with much to offer to 
enrich the understanding of farm families’ experience of stress, crisis and coping. A 
holistic study of farm families demonstrated the importance of diverse cultural values 
for determining differences in how families farm. This approach yields important 
insights into farm families’ experience of stressful situations.
Yeoman/Entrepreneur Typology. Farm families are typically assumed by 
researchers to be an homogeneous population by virtue of their occupation. This holds 
true for the literature focused on the farm crisis (Bultena et al., 1986; Hargrove,
1986), farm family stress (Duncan et al., 1988; Heffernan & Heffernan, 1986a; Johnson 
& Booth, in press; Jurich & Russell, 1987; Rosenblatt & Keller, 1983; Weigel & Weigel,
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1987), and farm family coping (Walker & Walker, 1987; Marotz-Baden & Colvin, 1986). 
Diverse management practices are rarely explicitly acknowledged in the literature, and 
when differences are specified, the distinction is usually portrayed as a function of 
demographic variables such as age and education, rather than a world view. When 
management differences are mentioned, they are rarely considered as significant 
variables (Bultena et al., 1986; Jurich & Russell, 1987). Throughout the past decade, 
Salamon has studied rural ethnic enclaves. Based on these household-based community 
studies, she developed the yeoman/entrepreneur typology to explain variation in 
household farm management, land-transfer patterns, succession, and even courtship and 
marriage choice (Davis-Brown & Salamon, 1987; Davis-Brown, Salamon & Surra, 1987; 
Salamon, 1984, 1985; Salamon & Davis-Brown, 1986). This body of work by Salamon 
presents a strong case for the importance of acknowledging the variations among the 
Midwestern farming populations.
Salamon and her colleagues (Salamon, 1984, 1985; Salamon & Davis-Brown, 1986) 
differentiate among farm families along several dimensions. The differences between 
the types are grounded in the families’ basic goals and motivations for farming, which 
stem from underlying ethnic values. The entrepreneurial type exemplifies the 
aggressive, business-oriented farmer whose priority is operation expansion and profit 
maximization. Farmers of the yeoman type are committed to farm management 
practices that, assure the viability and continuation of their farming operations for 
future generations. Thus, yeoman farmers tend to be more conservative and avoid 
taking financial risks that might, endanger continuity.
Incorporating the distinction between yeoman and entrepreneurial farmers is a 
logical step in the development of the current study. Salamon and Davis-Brown (1986)
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suggest that in the context of the farm crisis, the yeoman-type farmers would be more 
likely to persist than entrepreneurial farmers due to conservative financial practices, 
which include cutting back household expenditures for the farm and limiting cash 
purchases of land and equipment. Entrepreneurial farmers, whose goals focus on 
expanding the operation and maximizing profits, would be more likely to have financial 
difficulties since they are more willing to gamble by leveraging what they own in order 
to expand with land or equipment purchases.
This assertion by Salamon and Davis-Brown (1986) is supported by other 
researchers whose samples of financially troubled farm families demonstrated an 
overrepresentation of younger farmers with higher education and who practiced 
commercialized farming (Bultena et al., 1986; Campbell, 1985; Murdock et al., 1986). 
The major difference between these studies and Salamon and Davis-Brown’s (1986) 
research is where the emphasis is placed. Whereas other researchers consider the 
structural factors of age and education to be of greater importance in determining 
behavior, Salamon and Davis-Brown look to values, evident in management style, to 
explain the differences among farmers’ vulnerability to financial distress.
The problems arising from using structural factors alone to account for 
susceptibility to financial d ifficulties is highlighted by comparing Rosenblatt and 
Keller’s (1983) findings w ith those reported above. They found younger farmers just as 
likely to be well-established in their operations as older farmers, and therefore no 
more vulnerable to financial trouble. However, if management practices rather than 
demographics are the primary determinants of farming decisions, as proposed in 
Salamon’s yeoman/entrepreneur typology, then this may account for Rosenblatt and 
Keller’s seemingly contradictory findings.
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Because yeoman and entrepreneur farm families espouse distinct goals, and 
operating strategies to achieve these goals, it is suggested that yeoman and 
entrepreneurial farmers would perceive the same stressors as possessing variant 
degrees of threat or severity. Consequently, their experiences of and reactions to 
similar stressors are likely to be different (Davis-Brown & Salamon, 1987). 
Davis-Brown and Salamon suggest that the differences in how yeoman and 
entrepreneurial farmers will experience stress, financial difficulties in particular, i 
be taken into consideration in the context of counseling families. Certainly, 
recognition of the potential for differing world views to affect behavior is no less 
important when studying stress theoretically, and it provides an important, new 
dimension to the understanding of stress. Therefore, the yeoman/entrepreneur 
perspective will undergird this research and analysis.
Statement of the Problem 
In reviewing the literature concerning farm family stress and coping, there are 
several shortcomings. The first concerns the unit of data collection and analysis. One 
study which reported on "family stress" used data collected from a single family 
member, the husband (Bultena et al., 1986). Other studies have investigated the 
stressors and well-being of individual farmers (Marotz-Baden & Colvin, 1986- 
Marotz-Baden, 1988; Murdock et al., 1986; Walker & Walker, 1987), but as previously 
suggested the family-orientation of farming operations indicates the value of placing 
individuals’ experiences within the family context. Therefore, the current study 
utilized the responses of both husbands and wives, individually and corroboratively to 
produce a more comprehensive and valid picture of the farm families’ experiences.
Another criticism of the farm family stress studies is that they dwell on the 
demographics of farm families to explain variations in stress and crisis experiences, 
and they assume all farm families are motivated by the same farming goals. As has 
been suggested by Salamon’s research and development of the yeoman/entrepreneur 
typology, farm families are not an homogenous group, holding uniform priorities to 
increase profit or continue the family heritage. These differences should be taken into 
consideration when addressing the issue of farm family stress and coping strategies.
This study brings the area of farm family stress and coping together with the 
critical factor of world view. By combining the yeoman/entrepreneur dimension with 
the experience of family stress, the following hypotheses are derived.
Formulation of Hypotheses
Hypotheses concerning the stress experience. Several hypotheses were 
developed about the general experience of stress. These involve the relationship
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between the occurrence of life events (see operationalization of variables) and the 
presence of physiological and psychological symptoms of stress. Financial problems 
related to the farm crisis were compounded by the drought conditions at the time the 
couples were interviewed. From this situation it is predicted that (1) the mean distress 
symptom level of the families will be higher than levels among the general population. 
In association with the chronic nature of the farm crisis and drought, (2) farm families 
are likely to report a greater number of stressful life events than the general 
population.
Hypotheses regarding gender differences. Six hypotheses were generated 
encompassing gender differences. Husbands and wives will experience and respond to 
the same stressful situations differently. It is expected that (1) men will report more 
work and farm-related events than women. Women are expected to report (2) more 
relational and family-related life events than men, as well as (3) a greater number of 
total life events than men. However, (4) women’s experience of stress symptoms will 
not be significantly greater than that reported by men. (5) Significant correlations of 
men’s stress symptoms scores are expected with work- and farm-related life events.
(6) Women’s stress symptoms scores are anticipated to correlate with relational and 
family-related life events.
Hypotheses concerning age, education, and off-farm employment. Several 
hypotheses were developed concerning selected demographic variables and their 
relation to the number and experience of stressors. Concerning age as a variable, it is 
hypothesized (1 ) that there will be age differences in the number of life events 
reported, with the number of life events decreasing as age increases. Other factors, 
such as the varying use and effectiveness of coping strategies, are expected to mediate
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the symptomatic outcome of stress; therefore, it is hypothesized (2) there will be no 
significant correlation between age and the experience of distress.
Education, the second demographic variable considered, (3) should not influence 
the number of life events. In a more random sample of farm families, a positive 
correlation between education and participation in off-farm employment would be 
hypothesized. However, since all of the families in this study had indicated some 
concern over financial difficulties, (4) no relationship between participation in 
off-farm employment and education is expected.
Participation in off-farm employment is another variable included in hypothesis 
testing. It is hypothesized that (5) participation in off-farm employment will be 
associated with a greater number of life events reported, particularly for men. Other 
factors are expected to influence the relationship between off-farm employment and 
the experience of distress. However, the hypotheses concerning this relationship will 
be included along with the hypotheses focused on world view.
Hypotheses concerning yeoman/entrepreneur world view. World view is the final 
major factor considered in hypothesis development. It is the most significant factor 
since world view, according to Salamon (Davis-Brown & Salamon, 1987; Davis-Brown et 
al., 1987; Salamon, 1984, 1985; Salamon & Davis-Brown, 1986), would be expected to 
permeate all areas of families’ experience. For the purposes of this research, this is 
taken to apply to life events, distress symptoms, demographic variables and family 
characteristics. (1) Yeoman or entrepreneur farm families are not expected to differ 
in the total number of life events experienced. However, due to the greater 
risk-taking common with entrepreneurial farmers, it is anticipated that
(2) entrepreneurial farmers will report more farm-related events than yeoman farmers.
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Yet, the psychological meaning attached to farming by yeoman versus entrepreneur 
farmers suggests the hypothesis that (3) the psycho-emotional distress symptoms of the 
yeoman farm families over their difficult farm situations will be greater than that of 
entrepreneur farm families.
The following hypotheses related to world view are formed around the 
demographic variables of age, education and off-farm employment. The relationship of 
world view to age is expected to reveal that (4) younger farm couples are just as likely 
to hold to a conservative, yeoman orientation as they are a financially adventurous 
entrepreneur orientation. This would also be true for older farmers.
Attitude towards education is one distinguishing feature of the yeoman or 
entrepreneur world view. Thus, (5) yeoman-oriented couples will be expected to have 
lower levels of education than entrepreneur-oriented couples.
Off-farm employment is expected to demonstrate several significant 
yeoman/entrepreneur differences. (6) Entrepreneur couples are expected to work more 
off-farm than are yeoman couples. World view is anticipated to be a moderating 
variable in the relationship between off-farm employment and the experience of 
distress symptoms. Farmers who demonstrate a more yeoman-like mind-set will feel 
no sense of relief from distress associated with their off-farm employment. It is 
proposed that they will feel even more distress as a result of their off-farm work, 
viewing it as a violation of their world view perspective of commitment to farming. 
Thus, the hypothesis that emerges from this discussion is that (7) yeoman-oriented 
families who are employed off the farm will experience greater problems with stress 
symptoms than entrepreneurial farmers who are employed off the farm. This 
relationship is expected to be especially strong for men,
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The distinct farm and family goals associated with the yeoman world view 
suggest that differences may be expected in the "family types" that emerge based on 
such factors as educational and cultural orientation, organization, cohesion, 
expressiveness, independence and control. Thus, it is hypothesized that (8) greater 
organization, cohesion and control are anticipated to characterize yeoman families. 
Also, (9) entrepreneur families are expected to be more oriented towards educational 
and cultural pursuits, as well as place a greater value on personal expression and 
independence.
Operationalization of Major Variables
The major variables were operationalized as follows:
Life Events. Life events were assessed by having the participants indicate the 
number and severity (how good or bad they were) of stressor events that had occurred 
over the past three years in the following domains: Life Changes; Relationships;
Family and Children; Health, Habits and Beliefs; Work and Finances -- Off-Farm; Work 
and Finances — On-Farm; and Miscellaneous.
Distress Symptoms. Distress symptoms were operationalized by having 
participants rate the extent to which they had experienced symptoms within the 
following categories during the past week: Somatization; Depression; Anxiety;
Hostility; and Paranoid Ideation.
Yeoman/Entrepreneur World View. The yeoman/entrepreneur typology was 
defined by a series of bipolar adjectives and statements that characterized the farming 
values, goals and concerns of ideal yeoman and entrepreneur farm families.
Family Characteristics. To measure the family characteristics of yeoman and 
entrepreneur farmers, the Moos Family Environment Scale was administered. This
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scale included the following dimensions: Cohesion; Expressiveness; Conflict; 
Independence; Achievement Orientation; Intellectual-Cultural Orientation; 
Active-Recreational Orientation; Moral-Religious Orientation; Organization; and 
Control.
Off-Farm Employment. Off-farm employment was measured using hours per 
week and weeks per year during the previous year, as well as the number of years 
worked off farm.
Summary
This review began with an overview of stress and coping literature. 
Characteristics of the 1980s farm crisis and drought and their affect on farm families 
were included as well. The section culminated with the importance of adopting 
Salamon’s yeoman/entrepreneur typology to study farm families. Finally, a series of 
hypotheses concerning how farm families respond to stressful economic and 
environment events were derived and the major variables were operationalized.
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Method
Obtaining the Sample
All families contacted had utilized a University of Illinois Cooperative Extension 
program, Rural Route, implemented in early Spring of 1985. Assistance was targeted 
to those farm families experiencing financial difficulties at the time they contacted 
the program. Families obtaining assistance from Rural Route had experienced varying 
degrees of financial distress, ranging from minor cash flow problems to possible 
foreclosure and bankruptcy.
Due to the confidential nature of the program and the sensitivity of the topic of 
this study, three Rural Route advisors were contacted to assist in recruiting 
participants. The advisors agreed to compile a list of former clients. The basic 
guideline given the advisors was that potential sample families represent a broad range 
of severity of financial difficulty.
A letter to be sent from the advisors’ offices explained the study and the 
interviewing process. A self-addressed, stamped postcard was also enclosed to 
facilitate a response. Sending the letter from the advisors rather than directly from 
the investigator protected the confidentiality guaranteed by the Rural Route program. 
Also, it was thought families would be more likely to respond to someone they knew.
Letters were sent to a total of 87 families. Fifty-eight families, or 67%, 
returned their cards. This may be compared with response rates of around 70% which 
are considered average for survey methods involving mailings (Kidder & Judd. 1986).
Out of the 58 families who returned cards, 39, or 45% actually agreed to participate in 
the study. Three families who originally indicated an interest in an interview were 
unable to complete it. They gave various reasons for the change such as being too
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stressful, "never being in financial trouble" and "the family just decided not to do it." 
Sixteen families had marked "No" on their cards initially.
Having only 45% of the total number of solicited families actually participate 
might appear to be a very low response rate. There are several possible explanations 
for this. One suggestion is the low rate was affected by the interview process, which 
required a 2 1/2 to 3 hour commitment, with no incentive other than personal good 
will. Another possible influence on the response rate was the subject of the interview. 
Past financial difficulties and stressful aspects of that experience are very emotional, 
painful memories for those who endured the situation. People are often hesitant to 
discuss such topics with strangers; talking about the experience brings back the 
emotions along with the factual memories. Several families said this during their 
interviews, and it may be reasonably assumed that other families who recognized the 
potential for experiencing the pain chose not to participate. A third possibility is 
that some families who were sent letters had only a brief contact with the Rural Route 
advisors, such as one phone call, and had forgotten the name of the program and/or the 
advisor. This may be especially true of those families with milder financial distress.
Participants. The letters invited all adult family members living in the 
household or involved in the farm operation to participate. In spite of the invitation to 
all family members, data collection was predominantly with the conjugal unit involved 
in the farming operation. Verbal questions were addressed to the husband and wife 
together and written questions were answered individually. Interviewing couples 
together provided an opportunity to observe their interaction. Unfortunately, only one 
family involved in intergenerational farming had both the father and son present at the 
interview. Thus, there were few opportunities to observe intergenerational relations.
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F arm family characteristics. The families came from 20 counties in east 
central and west central to southern west central Illinois. Their farms represent a 
variety of terrain and soil types, as well as off-farm employment opportunities. These 
factors potentially influenced the severity of the families’ initial financial problems as 
well as their ability to maintain farming operations over the long term. This diversity 
enhances the representativeness of the sample.
The mean age for men was 51.3 years, ranging between 31 and 73 years. For 
women, the mean age was 49.7, ranging between 30 and 75. Out of the 39 
participating families, 89.7% (n = 35) were married to their original spouses, 5.1%
(n = 2) were remarried after either widowhood or divorce, 2.6% (one couple) was 
engaged to be remarried, and 2.6% (one man) was single after a second divorce. The 
majority of men and women had completed only high school, 56.4% for men (n = 22) 
and 40.5% for women (n = 15). Of the men, 20.5% (n = 8) and 18.9% of the women 
(n = 7) attended some college; 10.3% of the men (n = 4) and 21.6% of the women 
(n = 8) had a technical, business or nursing school certificate; 7.7% of the men (n = 3) 
and 13.5% of the women (n = 5) completed Bachelors’ degrees; 2.6% of the men (n = 1) 
and 2 .7% of the women (n = 1 ) attended some graduate school; and 2 .6% of the men 
(n = 1 ) and 2.7% of the women (n = 1) completed a graduate degree. Family size 
varied from one to nine children, with the mean number of children being 3.4 per 
family. The mean age of the youngest child was 19.3 years, and of the oldest child 
was 25.5 years, with ranges from 2 to 39 and 8 to 44 respectively. The "typical" 
family in this study was thus somewhat older compared with those in other farm crisis 
studies.
Of the 33 couples (84.6%) farming at the time of the interview, the average 
farm was a household-based, part-owner operation (61.8%, n = 21). This involved a 
mean size of 707 acres, varying from 160 to 2250 acres. Participants owned an 
average of 264 acres, ranging from 35 to 714 acres. The number of rented acres was 
not obtained. Grain-only (e.g. corn and soybean) farming operations characterized 36% 
(n = 12), and 64% (n = 21) were combined grain and livestock operations.
Among the men who still farmed, the proportion of those working only on the 
farm compared with those working both on and off-farm was 51.5% (n = 17) versus 
48.4% (n = 16). For women in currently farming families, 15.6% (n = 5) worked only on 
the farm, 40.6% (n = 13) worked both on and off-farm, 31.3% (n = 10) worked only 
off-farm, 9.4% (n = 3) were homemakers and 3.1% (n = 1) were retired from off-farm 
jobs. The farm couples held a variety of off-farm jobs from blue collar to professional 
(Figure 1).
The pattern of time spent in off-farm employment for men was an average of 
32.5 hours per week, 34.1 weeks of the year. The ranges were 2 to 60 hours per week 
and 8 to 52 weeks per year. The women employed off the farm worked a mean of 35.1 
hours per week, 44.1 weeks of the year. Women’s off-farm employment varied from 2 
to 70 hours per week and 10 to 52 weeks during the year. The length of time 
participants had held off-farm jobs ranged from between 1 to 40 years for men, for a 
mean of 3.9 years; women had worked off-farm from 1 to 17 years, (or a mean of 3.6 
years. Of the 19 men who reported off-farm employment, 58% (n = 11) had started 
working off-farm from two to five years prior to the interviews. In contrast to this 
figure, of the 24 women working off-farm, 75% of the women (n = 18) began their
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Figure 1. List of off-farm jobs held by farm men and women.
Factory worker 
Gas station attendant 
General laborer 
Body shop work 
Rural mail carrier 
Heavy equipment operator 
Agri-business and industry 
Inventory auditor 
Private plumbing contractor 
Woodworking/craft items 
Custom farming 
Substitute school teacher 
Part-time insurance sales 
Owner/operator of trucking 
business 
Home-run sales
Women
Secretary/receptionist 
Clean houses 
Nurses’ aide 
Snack bar manager 
Elderly care-taker 
Rural mail carrier 
Merchandizing and Marketing 
Social Worker
Office manager of family business 
Program assistant for local public 
agency 
Tax preparer 
City treasurer 
Registered nurse 
Home-run sales 
School teacher
off-farm jobs from two to five years prior to the interviews. This comparison suggests 
that husbands sought some off-farm employment before their wives, but once women 
began off-farm employment, their off-farm time investment exceeded that of 
husbands.
Typically, farmers base their earnings for any given year on their net income. 
However, off-farm earnings are usually reported in terms of gross income. Therefore, 
income was gathered both as net farm and gross non-farm income; these are reported 
separately because they cannot be combined in a meaningful way. The mean net farm 
income reported by the families was $15,000, and the mean gross non-farm income was 
$10,000. The ranges for both types of income varied from $2,999 or less to above 
$61,000.
When contacted, six farm families had already left farming due to a variety of 
circumstances. Four were elderly couples forced into early retirement by bankruptcy 
or farm sales. Two younger families were also forced out of farming. Both younger 
families had moved out-of-state to start new lives and careers.
A total of 7.7% families (n = 3) experienced Chapter 7 bankruptcy. Two of the 
families forced out of farming had filed Chapter 7 bankruptcy, requiring total 
liquidation of the operation. Another family forced into Chapter 7 bankruptcy 
eventually was able to get back into farming. Six of the families (15.4%) were 
participating in Chapter 12 bankruptcy, or court-approved financial restructuring of the 
operation. Although one family did not go through any bankruptcy proceedings, their 
bank foreclosed on a loan. However, within a week of the foreclosure, they were 
offered an opportunity to custom-farm over 1000 acres; this enabled them to stay in 
farming.
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C o m p a r is o n  sample with other studies. Unfortunately, only one small study 
of Illinois Rural Route participants is available for comparison, and demographic data 
was reported differently (McNamara, 1986). In McNamara’s survey of 33 of his Rural 
Route clients, the average length of time in farming was more than 15 years; no ages 
were obtained. The farmers in this study sample averaged about 51 years of age, and 
therefore though time since entrance into farming was not collected, they probably had 
farmed for 25 to 30 years. Approximate comparison between the samples suggests 
both groups of Rural Route participants had a middle-range rather than a young-group 
financially distressed. The farmers in McNamara’s study farmed an average of 560 
acres, as compared with the average of 707 acres in the present study. McNamara 
reported 25% involved with both livestock and row crops, leaving 75% raising only 
grain. This contrasts the 64% and 36% respectively found in the current sample.
Participants in McNamara’s study were located within a 110 mile radius, making 
the terrain, soil types, farm-operation types and off-farm employment opportunities 
likely to be more homogenous than in this sample. The farm operations and families in 
McNamara’s study were therefore less representative of the range of Illinois farm 
operations and families than those participating in this study.
Another study of Illinois farm families has recently drawn a matched pair 
sample of 240 couples from the entire state (Paynter & Hafstrom, 1988). Paynter and 
Hafstrom’s sample families were of similar ages, family size, and education to the 
present sample. They report a somewhat different pattern of off-farm employment 
with 27% of the husbands and 34% of the wives holding off-farm jobs. The median 
number of hours per week was 40 for men and 35 for women. This contrasts with the 
48.4% of the men and 71.9% of the women in this study sample who held off-farm jobs.
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The median number of hours per week worked off-farm in Paynter and Hafstrom’s 
sample also contrasts with those of the current sample, in which the median for men 
was 33 hours and for women, 40 hours. Paynter and Hafstrom did not report the 
overall level of financial distress of their sample. If their sample was not unusually 
distressed financially, this may account for the differences in off-farm employment 
from this study sample of self-identified, financially distressed farm families. In 
general, the similarities between the present sample and the Paynter and Hafstrom 
sample indicate the present sample is demographically similar to a representative 
group of Illinois farm families.
Instruments
A total of seven instruments was used in the interviews. Detailed descriptions 
of the instruments and their selection follows.
Farm/Occupation Questionnaire. This questionnaire was derived from the 
Heffernan and Heffernan (1986a) study and a concurrent study by Salamon and 
Davis-Brown (in press). Both basic demographic information and some 
study-specific questions were included. The standard demographic questions inquired 
about farm size and operation characteristics, and off-farm job information. Also, 
participants’ motivations for farming, working or not working off-farm and 
expectations for children farming (if they were not already doing so) were probed (see 
Appendix A).
Personal/Familv/Communitv Questionnaire. This questionnaire was based on 
questions from the sources used for the Farm/Occupation Questionnaire. The items 
addressed family characteristics such as family composition, adults’ education, religious 
participation, ethnic heritage, and kin proximity. Included were attitudes about
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community and community involvement. Questions which went beyond basic familial 
demographic information were included to provide some basis for categorization 
according to Yeoman and Entrepreneur characteristics (see Appendix B).
Family Environment Scale. To gather objective data regarding family processes 
the Moos Family Environment Scale (FES; Moos & Moos, 1986) was used. This scale 
was a standardized measure consisting of 10 subscales which assessed three dimensions 
of family life. The Relationship Dimension was measured by the following subscales:
1) Cohesion - the degree of commitment, help, and support family members
provide for one another
2) Expressiveness - the extent to which family members are encouraged to act
openly and to express their feelings directly
3) Conflict - the amount of openly expressed anger, aggression, and conflict
among family members (Moos & Moos, 1986, p. 2).
The Personal Growth Dimension was assessed by the following subscales:
1) Independence - the extent to which family members are assertive, are
self-sufficient, and make their own decisions
2) Achievement Orientation - the extent to which activities (such as school and
work) are cast into an achievement-oriented or competitive framework
3) Intellectual-Cultural Orientation - the degree of interest in political, social,
intellectual, and cultural activities
4) Active-Recreational Orientation - the extent of participation in social and
recreational activities
5) Moral-Religious Orientation - the degree of emphasis on ethical and religious
issues and values (Moos & Moos, 1986, p. 2)
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Finally, the System Maintenance Dimension was measured by the subscales:
1 ) Organization - the degree of importance of clear organization and structure
in planning family activities and responsibilities
2) Control - the extent to which set rules and procedures are used to run family
life (Moos & Moos, 1986, p. 2).
A measure of family support was obtained by adding the scores on Cohesion and 
Expressiveness and subtracting the Conflict score from the total, as suggested by Moos 
and Moos (1986).
All 10 subscales were used to preserve the comprehensive quality of the 
instrument. As Moos and Moos point out, " . . .  a [smaller number] domain 
conceptualization cannot capture the complexity of family social climates or fully 
comprehend their impacts" (1986, p. 23). The total of 90 original items was retained 
for this instrument.
The figures for reliability will be given as the range of the subscales. The 
internal consistency ranged between .61 and .78. Moos and Moos (1986) supply two, 
four and twelve month test-retest scores as well. At two months, the subscales’ range 
was ,68-.86; at four months, .54-.91; and at twelve months .52-.89. Finally, the 
corrected average item-subscale correlations ranged between .27 and .44.
For validity, each subscale was compared with other scales which measured 
similar constructs. Moos and Moos (1986) report that the cohesion subscale compared 
favorably to the Locke-Wallace Marital Adjustment Scale and the Spanier Dyadic 
Aajustment Scale. The FES Expressiveness and Conflict subscales also correlated with 
the Dyadic Adjustment Scale. Six of the FES subscales demonstrated several 
significant relationships supporting internal validity. One relationship was between
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"the couples perceptions of high family cohesion and expressiveness and lack of 
conflict . . . [and] their reports of their emotional, social, and sexual intimacy" (Moos 
& Moos, 1986, p. 21). FES scores correlated with scores on Jensen’s Family Routines 
Inventory and an index Moos and Moos designed to assess family roles and social 
functioning. Moos and Moos report that the FES demonstrates discriminate validity; 
scores on FES subscales were not related to scores on the Family Sculpture Test, or 
the Bowerman and Bahr Identification Scale. The latter two instruments measure 
facets of cohesion different from what FES addresses.
Psychological and Physiological Stress Symptoms Scale. The Derogatis Symptom 
Scale (Derogatis & Spencer, 1982), otherwise known as the Brief Symptom Inventory 
(BSI), was selected to measure psychological and physiological symptoms of stress.
Only those subscales relevant to the stress experiences of financial difficulty and 
drought, based on the previous farm family studies were included. These subscales 
were:
Somatization - reflects distress arising from perceptions of bodily 
dysfunction. ...These symptoms and signs have all been 
demonstrated to have a high association with disorders of a 
functional etiology, although all may be reflections of true physical 
disease (p. 1 1 ).
Depression - reflects a representative range of the indications of clinical
depression. Symptoms of dysphoric mood and affect are represented as 
are signs of withdrawal from life interest and lack of motivation (p. 13).
Anxiety - (the items for this subscale are) composed of a set of symptoms
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and signs that are associated clinically with high levels of manifest 
anxiety [which include general signs, cognitive and somatic components]
(p. 13).
Hostility - "indicates thoughts, feelings or actions that are
characteristics of the negative affect state of anger” (p. 14).
Paranoid Ideation - "represents paranoid behavior fundamentally as a
disordered mode of thinking. The cardinal characteristics of projective 
thought, hostility, suspiciousness, grandiosity, centrality, fear of loss of 
autonomy and delusions are viewed as primary aspects of this disorder"
(p. 15).
The internal consistency for the subscales ranged from .77 to .85. Two-week 
test-retest scores ranged between .68 and .84. Validity of the instrument was tested 
by comparisons of the Symptom Scale with corresponding scales from MMPI. The 
Depression, Anxiety and Hostility subscales had the highest correlations with MMPI. 
Their correlation coefficients ranged from .57 to .72. The Paranoid Ideation and 
Somatization scales were somewhat lower, with correlations of .38 and .47, 
respectively.
Life Events Scale. A modification of Tausig’s (1986) Life Events Scale was used 
as a measure of stressful experiences. Few of the original items specifically addressed 
the occupational characteristics of farmers; thus, a number of items from Weigel’s 
(1981) Farm Life Events Scale weie incorporated to create an instrument composed of 
140 life experiences.
The instrument measured the experience of stressful events using a 
retrospective methodology. The participants were asked to report which life events
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had occurred over the last three years. A distinction was made between events which 
occurred during the past year and those which occurred two to three years ago. 
Questioning couples only about the past six months (as in the Tausig instrument) or the 
last year would have missed many farm events related to the families’ financial 
problems. Events occurring during the last two to three years were combined because 
it was thought that the distinction between the years would be difficult for respondents 
to make. After indicating the events which occurred, the couples were asked to 
indicate on a 5-point Likert scale if each experience had been very good, good, neutral, 
bad, or very bad (see Appendix C).
In calculating the participants’ scores, the events were divided into seven 
categories: Personal Life Changes; Relationships; Family and Children; Health, Habits 
and Beliefs; Work and Finances—Off-Farm; Work and Finances—On-Farm; and 
Miscellaneous. Grouping the life events allowed for both category specific and global 
measurements of stressful life events. The number of items in each category and their 
severity were calculated, both for the past year and two to three years ago. The 
number and severity of items in the entire scale were calculated to indicate total life 
events scores for the past year and two to three years ago. A measure of the number 
and severity of life events over the entire three year period was calculated. An 
increased number of life events indicated chat couples had experienced more changes in 
the specified time periods. Severity was measured by totalling the points given the 
events by participants on the "very good" to "very bad" Likert scale.
Tausig (1986) reported that reliability was strong, with nearly equivalent means 
for three participant panels. For the purposes of the current study, the life events 
scale was not divided by exactly the same categories as Tausig’s, but very similar
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categories were used. The subscale-total score correlations over the three panels in 
his study were .44-.81, .42-.82 and .31-.78.
Critical reviews of other life event-based instruments suggested some 
confounding between life events and depression. To address this concern, the validity 
of the Life Events Scale was tested by running correlations between the scores in the 
Life Events Scale and the Center for Epidemiologic Studies Depression Scale (CES-D). 
The correlations over the three panels were .29, .28 and .26. These low correlations 
led Tausig (1986) to conclude that the life events scale had adequate discriminate 
validity from depression.
World View Questionnaire. A quantitative instrument was needed to assess 
participants’ world view and distinguish between yeoman/entrepreneur farm families. 
Prior to this study, qualitative methods were used to establish this dimension (Salamon, 
1984, 1985). The World View Questionnaire was constructed by modifying the 
open-ended questions and hypothesized responses of yeoman and entrepreneur farmers 
found in Davis-Brown and Salamon (1987). Drafts were critiqued and modified by both 
Davis-Brown and Salamon. The final questionnaire was composed of four sections 
addressing farmers’ attitudes towards farm, family and community life (Management 
Orientation), concerns if forced out of farming (Concern about Loss), long-term (five 
year) objectives if forced out (Farming Goals), and types of resources preferred, if 
given the choice (Resource Preference).
Two types of response scales were utilized. For the Management Orientation 
and Resource Preference sections, a bipolar scale was used, with a typical yeoman 
response on one side and a typical entrepreneur response on the other. The choices 
were "much more so" and "somewhat more" on both sides with "about equal' in the
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middle. Several items from the Management Orientation scale were: "family 
important to establishing operation” versus "self-made"; "cooperative" versus 
competitive. Items from the Resource Preference scale were: "commitment to 
farming as a career" versus "willing to consider another occupation"; and "children 
contribute significantly to operation" versus "children are independent and self-reliant."
A five-point Likert scale was used for the Concern about Loss and Farming 
Goals sections. The possible responses ranged from "none" to "deeply concerned" over 
loss, and "none" to "very strong desire" to accomplish certain goals. Sample items 
from the Concern about Loss scale were: "How concerned would you be about the loss 
of capital investment?"; "How concerned would you be about your children not being 
able to farm?" Several items from the Farming Goals scale were: "If forced out of 
farming, how strong would your desire be to get back into farming?"; "If forced out of 
farming, how strong would your desire be to start another self-run business venture?"
The reliability of the scales for this sample were computed. After several 
modifications, the Management Orientation subscale retained five items out of the 
initial eight items and had an alpha score of .49. The Concern about Loss subscale 
retained all of Its original 16 items with an alpha of .87. After eliminating 1 of the 16 
items from the Farming Goals subscale, the alpha for this subscale was .84. Originally, 
it was expected that some types of losses and some goals would be more characteristic 
of yeoman or entrepreneurial families; these differences did not emerge. Rather, all 
of the items which referred to concern over losses and farming goals tended to be 
positively correlated. Thus, the resulting subscale, Concern about Loss, ranges from 
little concern to much concern. Likewise, the Farming Goals subscale ranges from 
little desire to remain in farming in the face of being forced out to a strong desire to
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remain in farming even after being forced out. For the Resource Preference scale, six 
out of nine original items were retained with an alpha of .73. (See starred items in 
Appendix D for final items in each subscale.)
The validity of the World View Questionnaire in distinguishing yeoman from 
entrepreneur-oriented families was tested using the qualitative factors of demographic 
and personal data (e.g. education, farming with relatives, reason for farming) originally 
established by Salamon (1984, 1985). This resulted in another scale, the Detailed World 
View Checklist, with an alpha of .71 using 8 out of the 17 original items. (See starred 
items in Appendix E for items used.) Correlations between the World View 
Questionnaire subscales and the Detailed World View Checklist revealed the 
Management Orientation subscale had the only significant correlation with the Detailed 
World View Checklist (see Table 1).
Well-Being Timeline. This is the third original instrument developed for use in 
this study. By using a couple-constructed graph, a chronological account of the major 
farm and family experiences over the past 5 to 10 years was gathered. Also, how the 
family felt at those times was indicated on a scale from 1 to 10. This is considered a 
rough estimate of the family’s sense of well-being over time. (See Appendix F.) 
Procedure
The author conducted the interviews, following the same procedural steps with 
each couple. The participating couples were interviewed in their homes. One couple 
now living 1500 miles out of state was interviewed by telephone after receiving the 
questionnaires in the mail prior to the interview.
The couples were first given a basic overview of the interview. They were told 
the questions would focus on their family, farm, community, and experiences with
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Table 1
Correlations Between World View Subscales and Detailed World View Checklist
World View Subscales
Management
Orientation
Concerns
About
Losses
Farming
Goals
Resource
Utilization
Detailed 
World View 
Checklist
.51* . 1 1 .01 .17
financial difficulties, the Rural Route program and its advisors. The interviewer also 
explained some questions would be asked of both spouses, some questions would require 
each spouse to write down answers individually, and there would be a "family task" 
which the couple would do together.
The interview began with questions for the husband and wife together inquiring 
specifically about the couple’s experience with Rural Route, their financial condition 
at that time and the other ways they had handled their situation. Next, the 
Farm/Occupation and World View Questionnaire items were directed to the couple 
together. The husbands and wives were then asked to fill out the Life Events and the 
Brief Symptom Inventory individually, without consulting one another. After these 
instruments were completed, the couple was asked to construct their family’s 
Well-being Timeline, guided through the steps by the interviewer. At this time, the 
interviewer collected information regarding their specific coping techniques during 
difficult times and family celebrations during good periods. Information about the 
farm’s total rainfall and estimated crop damage was also gathered. Following the 
Timeline, the couple was asked to complete the Family Environment Scale. The last 
questionnaire used was the Personal/Family/Community Questionnaire, with the 
questions asked of couples together.
There were four exceptions to this procedure. Because m e n  were single 
they were the sole respondents for the verbal questions. One of these men was 
engaged, and his cohabitating fiancee filled out the individual questionnaires. Her 
scores were included along with the other women’s scores. The other single man, not 
engaged, was not asked to fill out a Family Environment Scale, and no information was
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asked regarding his ex-wife. The married man who was interviewed with his son and 
daughter-in-law (but without his wife) responded individually when asked the 
couple-oriented questions. The fourth exception, a married man whose wife was not 
present for the interview, answered all of the "couple” questions by himself; however, 
his wife returned the individually-oriented questionnaires left for her by the 
interviewer.
Results
Prior to discussing the hypotheses developed in the Introduction, results 
concerning the Salamon world view typology will be presented. Analyses of the 
quantitative data from this selective-sample of unusually stressed families suggested 
some revision of Salamon’s conceptual model of the yeoman/entrepreneur continuum. 
Again, it must be emphasized that Salamon’s work was based on families not 
experiencing unusual financial stress. Once the modifications are presented, results 
related to each set of hypotheses will be examined.
Yeoman/Entrepreneur World View Model
Because world view orientation was the basis for interpreting results of families’ 
experience of farm-related stress, it was necessary to examine the relationships among 
the dimensions assessed by the World View Questionnaire. As mentioned in the Method 
chapter, analyses of reliability and validity of the instrument suggested the 
yeoman/entrepreneur orientation required refinement beyond the model hypothesized 
by Salamon (1984, 1985).
Questions about what the instrument had measured first emerged when the 
items in the Concerns About Loss and Farming Goals scales did not break down along 
the yeoman/entrepreneur dimensions. In other words, participants had not selected 
their concern over loss or future goals in farming according to an ideal yeoman or 
entrepreneur perspective. Rather, families simply reported generalized stronger or 
weaker feelings in these areas. Because presence in the sample was indicative of 
failing to achieve either yeoman or entrepreneur ideals, this failure could affect 
couples’ perceptions and influence their responses.
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It was also anticipated that the Management Orientation and Resource 
Preference scales were based on the underlying yeoman/entrepreneur continuum. If 
this were the case, these scales should be highly correlated. In fact, there is no 
relationship between the two dimensions (see Table 2). Rather than being a set of 
characteristics that range from yeoman to entrepreneur along a single major 
dimension, two broad dimensions, Management Orientation and Resource Preference 
appear to be orthogonal. A visual conceptualization of the modified scheme based on 
the results of this study is presented in Figure 2.
Management Orientation refers to how farm families perceive themselves and 
their operations to be in terms of involvement with extended families and communities. 
As Figure 2 demonstrates, Management Orientation is divided into two subcategories, 
Interdependent and Independent. The Interdependent category is defined by the 
questionnaire items: cooperative; family important to establishing operation; 
responsible to extended family for actions; stewards of the land for past and future 
generations; and close with neighbors. The Independent category is defined by the 
questionnaire items: competitive; self-made; self-reliant; land is mainly a source of 
income and profit; and maintain some distance from others in the community.
Resource Preference refers to which financial and human resources families 
would rather use if given the choice. This dimension is also divided into two 
subcategories, Family-based and Broad-based. As the name suggests, families who 
prefer family-based resources are more likely to draw from family members and their 
Involvement in the farming operation to achieve goals. Farm families who are 
broad-based are more willing to use a variety of resources which are not necessarily' 
family- or farm-oriented such as financial institutions and off-farm employment. The
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Table 2
Correlations Among the World View Subscales
Subscale 2 3 4
1. Management 
Orientation .05 .04 .07
2. Concerns 
About 
Losses
— .51** -.44*
3. Farming 
Goals
— -.45*
4. Resource 
Utilization
—
*p < .01
**p < .001
Figure 2. Two-dimensional model of yeoman/entrepreneur world view.
Family-based
Resource
Preference
Broad-based
Management O r ie n ta t io n  
In terdependent Independent
I I I
I I I IV
Family-based category is defined by the questionnaire items: commitment to farming 
as a career; family commitment to and participation in the family operation; children 
make significant contributions to the farm operation; advice and experience of family; 
friends and relatives provide moral support to stay in farming; and family pooling of 
in-kind and financial resources. The Broad-based category is defined by the 
questionnaire items: willingness to consider another occupation, income from family 
off-farm employment; children are independent, self-reliant; advice and guidance from 
experts; friends and relatives provide contacts for off-farm employment; and financing 
through local lenders.
With the new model, the ideal yeoman type identified by Salamon (1984, 1985) 
would fall in the Interdependent and Family-based categories (Quadrant 1), and the 
ideal entrepreneur type in the Independent and Broad-based categories (Quadrant IV). 
The two-dimensional model introduces two mixed categories of farm families. The 
mixed categories represent farm families who combine two ideals and are therefore 
between the two ideal types on the yeoman/entrepreneur continuum. Those families 
falling in Quadrant II would resemble the yeoman farmers in Resource Preference, but 
they are like entrepreneurs in Management Orientation. Quadrant III families would 
resemble Broad-based entrepreneur families in Resource Preference, but they are 
Interdependent in their Management Orientation, like yeoman families.
Turning to the other World View Questionnaire subscales, Table 2 delineates an 
interesting relationship between Concerns About Loss and Farming Goals: the two 
dimensions are significantly related. The more families were concerned about farm 
losses, the greater their desire to continue farming if forced out. The families who 
were less interested in continuing farming if forced out were also less concerned about
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possible farm losses. Alone, the relationship between Concerns Over Losses and 
Farming Goals indicates neither a yeoman nor entrepreneur orientation to farming. 
However, comparing the correlations of these two scales with the Management 
Orientation and Resource Preference scales reveals some interesting relationships 
involving overall world view (see Table 2). The Management Orientation dimension is 
correlated with neither Concerns About Loss nor Farming Goals. On the other hand, 
the Resource Preference scale is negatively correlated with both scales.
According to 1 able 2 and the correlations among the subscales, farm families 
who prefer family-based resources have greater concern about losses and a stronger 
desire to remain in farming. Reciprocally, those families not as concerned about farm 
losses and less desirous of staying in farming if forced out are more likely to use 
broad-based resources to address their concerns and achieve their goals. These results 
support Salamon’s (1984, 1985, 1987) assertion that yeoman farm families are 
characterized by relying on kin and community resource networks, being devastated by 
farm losses, and being committed to farming in spite of adversity, more so than 
entrepreneur farm families. Salamon and Davis-Brown’s (1986) predictions that yeoman 
farmers will be more personally concerned with the loss of farms and family-owned 
land were also supported by these results.
In this sample, the families’ management orientation was not related to family 
goals or concerns about loss. Thus, it is the preference for family-based resources 
rather than an interdependent management style that is related to concerns about loss. 
Consequently, families in Quadrant II with a mixed world view would also look like 
ideal yeoman families in their concern about possible farm loss.
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The intricate relationships among the World View Questionnaire subscales 
support the modified version of the world view model. The modified model provides a 
base for interpreting the results of the hypothesis testing, which follows.
Testing of the Hypotheses
Occurrence of stressors and distress among farm men and women. The first 
hypothesis, that participants would report greater levels of distress than normative 
levels was somewhat supported. Although sample means were within one-half standard 
deviation above the standardized mean, a few men and women scored up to and above 
two standard deviations above the mean on each of the subscales (see Tables 3 and 4).
Contrary to the second hypothesis, the number of life events reported by the 
sample was not significantly greater than the normative means. Since the Life Events 
scale used in this study was a modification of the Tausig (1986) and Weigel (1981) life 
events scales, a comparison of this sample with a random sample can only be 
estimated. The men in this study reported an average of 9.0 events occurred during 
the past year, and women reported an average of 9.3 events within the past year. The 
number of events reported for two to three years ago (combined) was 7.9 events for 
men and 8.9 events for women. Extrapolating from the means Tausig reported for a 
six month recall period, the sample mean approximated the standardized mean for 
events occurring in the past year, and the mean was about half of the expected mean 
for events occurring two to three years prior to the interviews. This is surprising 
because these families were expected to have experienced a higher incidence of life 
events over the past three years as a result of their farm problems.
Several factors must be considered when interpreting the above statistics. The 
modifications to the Tausig (1986) scale increased the number of events available for
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Table 3
Degree of Distress Compared with Normative Levels of Distress for Mena
Distress Symptoms
Relationship to Paranoid
Normative Levels Somatization Anxiety Depression Hostility Ideations
Less than mean 70% (25) 51% (20 ) 63% (24) 58% (22) 41% (15)
One standard 
deviation above mean 11% (4) 23% (9) 13% (5) 24% (9) 35% (13)
Two standard 
deviations above mean 8% (3) 15% ( 6 ) 16% (6 ) 11% (4) 14% (5)
More than two standard 
deviations above 11% (4) 10% (4) 8% (3) 8% (3) 11% (4)
aIndividual subscales have different total ns due to incomplete data for some participants on those 
subscales. N for each subscale is indicated within parentheses.
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Table 4
Degree of Distress Compared with Normative Levels of Distress for Womena
Distress Symptoms
Relationship to Paranoid
Normative Levels Somatization Anxiety Depression Hostility Ideations
Less than mean 70% (26) 71% (25) 51% (19) 56% ( 2 0 ) 59% (22)
One standard 
deviation above mean 19% (7) 9% (3) 30% (11 ) 28% ( 1 0 ) 8% (3)
Two standard 
deviations above mean 3% (1 ) 9% (3) 14% (5) 6% ( 2 ) 18% (7)
More than two standard 
deviations above 8% (3) 11% (4) 5% ( 2 ) 1 1 % (4) 14% (5)
aIndividual subscales have different total ns due to incomplete data for some participants on those 
subscales. N for each subscale is indicated within parentheses.
selection. This suggests the mean number of life events could increase. However, the 
three year time period involved in the current study (in contrast to Tausig’s six-month 
period) may have decreased recall ability. Consequently, the mean number of life 
events two or three years ago may be under-reported due to their inability to recall 
these events accurately. This memory loss seems especially so for men; the number of 
life events reported between the past year and two to three years ago decreased by 1 . 1  
events whereas for women, the decrease was only 0.5 events. Thus, a decrease in 
recall ability would mask a real difference between the sample and standardized means 
in number of life events.
Another explanatory factor in the relationships between the sample and 
standardized means is the men and women in this study may have been older than those 
in Tausig’s (1986) random population. This is difficult to accurately assess. Tausig 
gave no mean ages but reported 10% of his sample was over 65 years of age. In the 
farm family sample, 11.7% of the participants were over 65 years of age. If the 
participants were older on the average than in Tausig’s sample, it follows that older 
families would have fewer life events than would occur for a younger sample.
Of course, the range of life events reported is another important factor to 
include in the analysis of the above statistics. The ranges for the number of events 
occurring during the past year varied from 0 to 33 for men and 0 to 23 for women. 
Within this range, 41% (n = 16) of the men and 38.9% (n = 14) of the women reported a 
greater number of life events than the mean number of nine. Of these men and 
women, 12.8% (n = 5) of the men and 19.4% (n = 7) of the women reported scores 
above one standard deviation from the sample means. For events occurring during the 
past two to three years (combined), the ranges were 0 to 17 for men and 0 to 25 for
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women. Again, in this category of total life events, a portion of the women reported 
experiencing above the mean number of life events (13.9%, n = 5). In addition, 20.5%
(n = 8) of the men and 13.9% (n = 5) of the women reported the number of life events 
occurring two to three years ago above one standard deviation of the sample means.
Whereas the means of life events occurring in the last three years may not be 
significantly different between the farm family sample and Tausig’s (1986) sample, the 
ranges and number of men and women scoring above one standard deviation of the 
mean show that some families were confronted with more stressful life events than 
normally expected. This is especially true for the farm families during the past year.
Gender differences in life events and stress symptoms. Differences in the 
number and severity of life events reported by men and women were not as dramatic 
as were expected according to the two hypotheses related to gender differences and 
life events. Significant differences between men’s and women’s scores were found in 
only one life event category. Women reported a greater number of health-related life 
events occurring two to three years prior to the interview than men (F [1,74] = 5.02;
p = .03). The severity of these health-related life events was also significantly greater 
for the women than for the men (F [1,74] = 4.89; p = .03). In contrast, the number and 
severity of health-related life events occurring only in the past year were not 
significantly different for men and women.
In support of the hypothesis that no significant differences between men’s and 
women’s experience of distress symptoms should exist, only slight variation occurred 
between men’s and women’s means on the Brief Symptom Inventory (see Table 5).
None of these differences were statistically significant. Men reported anxiety as being 
their most severe symptom. Paranoid ideation and depression were the next most
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Means for Men and Women on Brief Symptom inventory
Table 5
Subscale
Meansa
Men Women
Somatization .38 .31
Anxiety .57 .43
Depression .39 .41
Hostility .38 .42
Paranoid Ideation .54 .53
aAll differences between men’s and women’s mean scores were 
statistically insignificant.
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troubling symptoms. Paranoid ideation was the most distressing for women followed by 
anxiety and hostility. Thus, although these farm couples experienced depression, 
contrary to Heffernan & Heffernan (1986a), it was not the most severe symptom of 
stress experienced by this sample.
Gender differences in correlations between life events and distress symptoms.
The last two hypotheses regarding gender differences, life events and distress 
symptoms received partial support. These hypotheses predicted that although women 
were expected to report more life events than men, their experience of stress 
symptoms would not be significantly different. Also, men and women’s distress 
symptom scores were expected to correlate with different domains of life events. For 
men, the distress symptoms which correlated with the greatest number of life events 
were the hostility and paranoid ideation subscales (11 and 9 correlations respectively 
out of 34 possible correlations). Thus, the more numerous and varied men’s life events 
were, the more they responded with hostility and paranoid ideation.
Women’s scores on the distress symptoms and life events scales correlated more 
frequently than men’s scores. The distress symptom subscales which correlated most 
often with life events for women were anxiety, hostility and paranoid ideation (19, 14 
and 14 correlations respectively out of 34 possible correlations). The more life events 
which occurred in women’s lives, the more likely they were to experience anxiety, 
hostility and paranoid ideation.
These results indicate that both men and women reacted similarly to stress 
prompted by the occurrence of various life events, with hostility and paranoid ideation 
being the most common reactions. Women were more likely to experience greater
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anxiety. The functional and/or dysfunctional aspects of these stress symptoms will be 
discussed later.
Other patterns emerged in the correlation between life events and distress 
symptoms. For men, four categories of life events correlated positively with multiple 
distress symptoms subscales (three or four subscales-see Table 6). The results suggest 
that although the other categories of life events were important influences in men’s 
experience of distress, work-related events which occurred within the past year had the 
strongest impact, especially in regard to paranoid ideations. Thus, the hypothesis that 
men’s distress scores would correlate more with both farm and work life events was 
only partially supported.
A total of nine categories of life events correlated with distress symptoms for 
women (see Table 7). The most striking characteristic of the correlations for women 
was the influence of health-related life events in distress symptoms experienced. On 
all four of the health categories, women exhibited strong correlations with multiple 
distress symptoms. In other words, the more difficulty women had with health 
problems and the more severe they perceived their problems to be, the more likely 
women were to experience other stress symptoms. Surprisingly, women’s distress 
scores correlated with farm events which occurred within the past year, a result 
expected only for the men. This suggests that the more stressful women’s life 
experiences were, the more diverse was their experience of stress symptoms. The 
results demonstrate that women tended to manifest their stress related to the farm in 
symptomatic ways more than their husbands. A possible explanation for this is that 
women were more easily distressed over the farm situations than were their husbands.
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Table 6
Correlations Between Life Events and Distress Symptoms Experienced for Men
Life Event Categories Yearsa Distress Symptoms Correlations
Severity of Total Life Events 1 - 3 Anxiety .27*Depression .28*
Hostility .28
Paranoid Ideation .31*
Severity of Total Life Events 1 Depression .32*
Hostility .34*
Paranoid Ideation .43**
Severity of Personal Life Events 1 Somatization
Anxiety .45**.27*
Hostility .42**
Severity of Non-Farm Work Events 1 Anxiety .30*
Depression .38**
Hostility .38**
Paranoid Ideation .48***
a"Years" indicates number of years prior to interview.
   *p  < .05 
**p < .01
**p < .001
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Table 7
Correlations, Between Life Events and Distress Symptoms Experienced for Women
Life Event Categories Yearsa Distress Symptoms Correlations
Severity of Total Life Events 1 - 3 Somatization 
Anxiety 
Hostility 
Paranoid Ideation
.36**
.53***
.29* .41*
Number of Total Life Events 1 Somatization
Anxiety
Depression
Hostility
.32*.44**
.32* .38**
Severity of Total Life Events 1 Somatization 
Anxiety 
Depression 
Hostility 
Paranoid Ideation
.49***.64*** .46** 
.42**
 .28*
Severity of Farm Events 1 Somatization
Anxiety
Hostility
.36**
.40**
.30*
Severity of Relationship Events 1 Somatization
Anxiety
Depression
Hostility 32*  .49**  .46*   .56***
Number of Health Events 2 - 3 Anxiety 
Depression 
Hostility 
Paranoid Ideation
.61***
.42**.42**.46**
Severity of Health Events 2 - 3 Anxiety 
Depression 
Hostility 
Paranoid Ideation
.54***.33*.3*.43**
Number of Health Events 1 Somatization
Anxiety
Depression
Hostility
.59***.59***.48*** .45*
Severity of Health Events 1 SomatizationAnxiety
Depression
Hostility
.66***.68**
.58***.61***
a"Years" indicates number of years prior to interview.
* p  < .05 
* *  p   < .01 
** p < . 001
Correlations of age with life events and distress symptoms. The correlations 
which address the relationship between age and life events partially support the 
hypothesis that older men and women would report fewer life events than younger men 
and women. The results show that the older people were, the fewer were their total 
life events in the past year (r = -.38; p = .008 for men; r = -.35; p = .02 for women). 
Older men also experienced fewer total life events over the past three years than 
younger men (r = -.31; p = .03). This latter correlation did not obtain significance for 
women.
Contrary to the second age-related hypothesis which proposed that older and 
younger people would experience similar levels of distress, some correlations between 
age and the experience of distress occurred. The severity of total life events 
experienced in the past year was more serious for younger men and women than older 
men and women (r = -.33; p = .02 for men; r = -.28; p = .05 for women). Also, younger 
women reported more difficulties with depression and hostility than older women 
(r = -.36; p = .01 for depression; r = -.47 ; p = .002 for hostility). Age and symptoms 
of distress did not correlate significantly for men.
Correlations of education with life events, stress symptoms and off-farm 
employment- As hypothesized regarding demographic variables, no significant 
correlations emerged between education and number of life events experienced. 
Education was related to distress symptoms, however. Better educated paranoid 
i d e a t i o n(r = -.37; p = .01) and anxiety (r = -.27, 
P = .05). Women with higher education experienced less depression, paranoid ideation 
and hostility (in order, r = -.34; p = .02; r = -.33; p = .02; and r = -.28; p = .05).
These statistics did not control for number of life events. When the number of life
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events was controlled statistically, only paranoid ideation was significantly related to 
education (r = -.38; p = .01 for men; r = -.31; p = .04 for women). This indicates that 
when men and women faced the same number of stressors, better educated men and 
women experienced less trouble with paranoid ideation than did their less educated 
counterparts, but they have similar levels of depression and hostility.
The hypothesis that no correlation exists between education and off-farm 
employment was supported. Less educated and better educated men and women 
participated in off-farm employment with similar frequency.
Correlations of off-farm employment and life events. In the hypotheses 
regarding off-farm employment, it was expected that participants, especially men, 
would report a greater number of overall life events if they worked off-farm. This was 
partially supported. Although there were no significant correlations between off-farm 
employment and the categories of Number and Severity of Total Events during any 
time period for women, there were several correlations for men. In correlations 
between off-farm employment and specific categories of life events (e.g., personal, 
work, health, etc.), as hours per week, weeks per year and number of years off the 
farm increased, so did the severity and number of life events experienced by both men 
and women (see Tables 8 and 9).
These results suggest that off-farm employment has more salience for men than 
women in affecting perceptions of events in other areas of life. This is not to say 
women are unaffected by off-farm work. On the contrary, the greater number of 
hours per week women worked, the more they experienced feelings of hostility as a 
symptom of stress (r = .28; p = .05). Men did not demonstrate a relationship between 
off-farm employment and distress symptoms. The direction of the relationship of
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Table 8
Correlations Between Off-farm Employment and Life Events for Mena
Time Worked 
Off-farm Life Events Categories years Correlations
Hours Per Week Number of Total Events 1-3 .39*
Off-farm
Severity of Total Events 1-3 .39**
Number of Total Events 1 .43**
Severity of Total Events 1 .41**
Severity of Relationship Events 1 .31*
Number of Family Events 1 .31*
Severity of Family Events 1 .32*
Number of Work Events 1 .57***
Severity of Work Events 1 .48***
Number of Misc. Events 1 .39*
Severity of Misc. Events 1 .45**
Weeks Off-farm Number of Personal Life Events 2-3 .32*
Severity of Personal Life Events 2-3 .24*
Number of Work Events 2-3 .27*
Number of Work Events 1 .40*
Severity of Work Events 1 .27*
Years Off-farm Severity of Farm Events 2-3 .28*
a"Years" indicates number of years prior to interview.
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Table 9
Correlations Between Off-farm Employment and Life Events for Women
Time Worked 
Off-farm Life Events Categories Yearsa Correlations
Hours Per Week 
Off-farm
Number of Work Events 1 .29*
Weeks Off-farm Number of Personal Life Events 2-3 .41**
Severity of Personal Life Events 2-3 .39**
Years Off-farm Number of Relationship Events 1 .34*
Number of Health Events 1 .40**
a"Years" indicates number of years prior to interview.
*p <  .05 
* p < .01 
*** p < .001
men’s and women’s off-farm employment with the severity of life events and women’s 
stress symptoms suggests several possible explanations. One possibility for this is 
rather than alleviating stress, off-farm employment contributed in some way to the 
stress couples felt. Alternatively, those couples who experienced more severe life 
events sought off-farm employment to help reduce difficulties, financially or 
otherwise. Perhaps off-farm work is a coping technique which enabled farmers to 
think about something other than the farm situation, or to increase real income — a 
constructive way to solve real financial problems.
Relationship of world view with life events and distress symptoms. It was 
hypothesized that the world view orientation would not be related to the number of 
life events experienced. While the Management Orientation scale did not correlate 
significantly with any of the life events categories, the Resource Preference scale did 
correlate with several life events categories for men and women (see Table 10). These 
results indicate couples who preferred family-based resources for their operations 
judged various life events as more serious than those couples who used broad-based 
resources. Causality cannot be established; two possible interpretations of this result 
are suggested. The first is preferring family-based resources increases the likelihood 
of experiencing more numerous and severe difficulties. Alternatively, the more 
stressful events families faced two to three years ago. the more likely they were to 
utilize their extended families as resources.
There was some support for the hypothesis that yeoman families would 
experience greater distress related to farm failure than entrepreneur families.
Because the only significant correlation between world view and experience of distress 
occurred with the Detailed World View Checklist rather than the World View
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Table 10
Correlations Between Resource Preference Score and Life Events for Men and Women
Life Event Categories years Correlation
Men Severity of Personal 
Events
2 - 3 -.31*
Number of Health 
Events
2 - 3 -.31*
Severity of Health 
Events
2 - 3 -.32*
Number of Health 
Events
1 -.33*
Severity of Health 
Events
1 -.32*
Women Number of Relationship 
Events
2 - 3 -.32*
Severity of Relationship 
Events
2-3 -.36*
Number of Farm Events 2 - 3 -.30*
Severity of Farm Events 2 - 3 -.28*
Years" indicates number of years prior to interview.
* p  < .05
Questionnaire, the meaning of the results is unclear. The correlation between the 
Detailed World View Checklist and distress symptoms indicates that women from farms 
with interdependent management orientations were more likely to experience symptoms 
of paranoid ideation than those in independent management oriented operations.
The results regarding the relationships among world view, life events and 
distress symptoms lead to several conclusions. As expected, none of the Total Life 
Events categories correlated with either the Management Orientation or the Resource 
Preference dimensions: yeoman and entrepreneur-oriented families were likely to 
experience a similar number of total life events. Countering the hypothesis that 
entrepreneurial farm couples would report a greater number of farm-related life events 
than yeoman-oriented farm couples, neither dimension of the world view orientation 
was correlated with farm-related life events for men. However, women from 
operations which preferred family-based resources reported more farm events from two 
to three years ago. This may either be evidence against the hypothesis, or a function 
of the family-based women being more involved with the farm, therefore more aware 
of the farm difficulties.
Relationship of world view with demographic variables. Support existed for the 
hypothesis that no significant relationship would exist between age and world view 
orientation. Neither the Management Orientation nor the Resource Preference 
dimensions of the world view instrument correlated in any significant way with age.
Younger men were more concerned about staying in farming (according to the Farming 
Goals scale) than older men (r = -.28; p = .05). This cannot be assumed to be directly 
related to world view, however, because only the Management Orientation and 
Resource Preference subscales were used to derive world view categorization.
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Education was not correlated with the Management Orientation scale, but 
couples with more education preferred a broad resource base, evidenced on the 
Resource Preference scale (r = .35; p = .02 for men; r = .51; p = .001 for women). Less 
educated women were more concerned over possible losses and adversity than better 
educated women (on the Concerns About Loss scale) (r = -.49; p = .001); however, like 
the reasoning related to the Farming Goals scale, this does not directly relate to world 
view orientation.
The hypothesis that entrepreneur-oriented farmers would be more likely to work 
off-farm than yeoman farmers received limited support. Farm couples who were 
independent in management orientation worked off-farm more than interdependent 
couples (see Table 11). There was no relationship between couples’ resource preference 
and off-farm employment. This is especially interesting because "income from family 
off-farm employment” is one of the items defining broad-based families on the 
Resource Preference dimension. It is noteworthy that this was a weak correlation in 
Salamon’s qualitative work (1987). Participation in off-farm employment varied among 
yeoman communities.
The hypothesis that yeoman couples would be more distressed than entrepreneur 
couples as their off-farm employment increased was weakly supported. This analysis 
was accomplished by comparing people who spent similar amounts of time in off-farm 
employment and observing the relationship between Management Orientation and 
Resource Preference with distress symptoms. No significant correlations emerged for 
the men. However, when women with similar work patterns were compared, those 
from more interdependent management orientations reported a higher incidence of 
paranoid ideation than women from more independent management orientations
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Table 11
Correlations Between World View and Off-farm Employment for Men and Women
Time Spent in Off-farm Employment
World View Hours Weeks Years
Subscale Off-farm Off-farm Off-farm
Men
Management 
Orientation
Resource 
Preference
Women
Management
Orientation
Resource
Preference
.25 .25 .35
-.06 -.11 .14
.26 .27 .21
.19 .15 .17
p * .05
(r = -.42; p = .01). The Resource Preference scale had no relationship with distress 
symptoms.
Relationship o f world view with fam ily characteristics. The data revealed some 
support for the hypotheses concerning family characteristics and world view. For men, 
an interdependent management orientation was associated with a stronger 
religious-morality characteristic (r = .30; p = .04). Also for men, being an independent 
management farm family was associated with greater emphasis on independence 
(r = -.31; p = .03) and achievement (r = -.32; p = .03). By examining the correlations 
between men’s FES scores and the Detailed World View Checklist, expressiveness 
(r = -.36; p = .02) and family support (r = -.32; p = .03) characterized entrepreneurial 
men’s perceptions of their families. The women’s correlations demonstrated they 
perceived other aspects of family character related to world view. Correlating with 
Management Orientation, control appeared as a significant characteristic of yeoman 
families (r = .34; p = .02). Control also correlated with the Detailed World View 
Checklist (r = .37; p  = .01), strengthening this result. Along the Resource Preference 
dimension, women’s scores demonstrated family-based resource preference was related 
to achievement (r = .29; p = .04). For women as with men, expressiveness (r = -.34;
E = .02) and family support (r = -.33 ; p = .03) emerged as a perceived characteristic of 
entrepreneurial families in correlations with the Detailed World View Checklist. From 
this analysis, the only characteristics which may be included in a family-type profile 
are control and morality for yeomen, and independence, expressiveness and family 
support for entrepreneurs. Because achievement-orientation correlated with
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family-based resources for women and independent management orientation for men. it 
Is uncertain where achievement fits into the yeoman/entrepreneur family 
characteristics.
Qualitative portraits of t wo farm families
The interview process resulted in a rich set of qualitative data taken in the 
context of the naturalistic setting of the home. Two families selected for detailed 
illustration represent families in Quadrants I and IV of the modified 
yeoman/entrepreneur world view model (see Figure 2). They will be referred to as the 
"ideal” yeoman and "ideal” entrepreneur families. These case studies enhance the 
understanding of the modified yeoman/entrepreneur model by showing how the typology 
characteristics appear in "real life." Please note that names and other specific 
information about these families were changed to protect their anonymity.
The "Thompson” Family: Family-based, interdependent farmers. John and Ellen 
Thompson, both in their early 50’s, moved from the farm a few years ago as a result of 
their financial troubles in the mid-1980’s. They currently live in a modest one-story 
house in an Illinois town of about 4500. Although recently remodeled, the older home 
is filled with worn, early American furniture. The main decorative pieces are 
collections of vases and salt and pepper shakers displayed on a knick-knack shelf 
covering an entire living room wall. They have a VCR on top of an older television 
set.
The Thompsons married soon after graduating high school and worked together 
for 30 years to build up a farm of 400 owned acres. In anticipation of bringing two 
sons into the operation when they graduated from college (as agriculture majors), the 
Thompsons tripled the size of the mixed grain and livestock operation during the early
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1980s, using the house and farm for security. John and Ellen had "weathered the high 
inerest [sic)" of the early 1980s and were planning to sell the boys some hogs to get 
them started. For financing this transaction, the Thompsons counted on the 
cooperation promised verbally by their family bank where they had done business for 
over 30 years.
The next three years brought continued frustration and disappointment as the 
bank "seemed to be playing games" with them. The banker denied having made the 
agreement with John and Ellen and refused to back checks the sons wrote for the hogs. 
After this, the banker drew up several other agreements on which he later reneged, 
including "an agreement to fix all agreements." John and Ellen mentioned that the 
bank was struggling to survive itself, which may have triggered the banker’s actions. 
John also reported, "Unfortunately, we weren’t bad enough financially, or they would 
have worked with us. We were on the borderline." Eventually, the Thompsons’ bank 
accounts were held in escrow, preventing them from paying their taxes. They saw no 
alternative other than to liquidate the farm; a decision made in consultation with their 
Rural Route advisor.
At that time, John and Ellen participated in a farmers’ support group, but the 
group was short-lived, though they continued to meet occasionally with their Rural 
Route advisor. Currently, they have little free time, so John and Ellen are not active 
in other formal groups. They rely heavily on an informal support system composed of 
family and friends to help through the rough times.
Within two months of the decision to liquidate, John and Ellen sold their farm 
and gave the bank the proceeds. For several months after the liquidation, the 
Thompsons lived in a camper while they remodeled the house in town. During this
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time, their friends and family were "a big support to us,” emotionally and practically, 
by helping them remodel and move. John found a 425 acre farm to rent 10 miles 
outside of town, and both John and Ellen found part-time jobs off-farm.
Neither of the elder Thompsons were educated beyond high school. As Ellen 
said ’It’s a hard thing to do . . .  to go out and find a job with no skills but driving a 
tractor." They felt they had no other option but unskilled work; John does janitorial 
and yard work, and Ellen provides childcare for neighborhood families. Fanning in a 
family operation is now out of the question for the Thompsons’ sons. However, their 
agricultural education allowed them to find work in agri-business within 30 miles of 
John and Ellen.
The quality of John and Ellen’s lives and farming has changed due to their loss 
of farm ownership. John commented, "It’s hard to get used to not having Ellen around 
(the farm when I’m farming]. I used to be able to come right from the fields to the 
table. Farming is more like a job now." About his motivation to remain a farmer John 
remarked. "A farmer’s married to his land, his business. You just don’t give up."
There is now an element of uncertainty about the future for the Thompsons. They are 
unsure whether they can afford to retire. If their financial situation improves enough 
to retire, they will buy a small farm on which to live.
If anything positive came out of the Thompsons’ experience, it would be that it 
prepared them for the drought of 1988. Ellen commented, "What we dealt with was 
worse than the drought, so I’m not concerned . . . there’s not one thing we can do 
about it." John agreed, "We’ve had a couple of years to get regrouped [after losing the 
farm]. We’ve been able to weather the drouth [sic] better.
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The "Bryan” Family; Broad-based. independent Pete and Mae Bryan
are both in their upper 50s. They live within 10 miles of a large city in a house they 
built 20 years ago. The house is carefully decorated with elaborate bronze wall 
hangings in the living room, antique lamps and chandelier in the dining room, and 
copper and brass knick-knacks in the kitchen. Their kitchen is filled with modern 
appliances. The carpet and overstuffed living room furniture look new. They have a 
VCR on top of a newer television, both operated by remote control. Their home also 
serves as the office for their dry-wall business, which they run with a computer 
system.
In the early 1980’s, the Bryans farmed 400 acres. Currently, the Bryans farm a 
305 acre grain-only operation and own 30 acres. The down-sizing was from a "squeeze” 
between high production expenses, high interest and low income from the operation. 
After struggling for several years, it became so serious that they had to sell off 95 of 
the 125 acres they owned to deal with the 18% interest they were paying. This sale 
resulted in a significant financial loss which they carried over for several years, for 
tax purposes. Selling the "ground" was especially hard for Pete, but Mae and their son, 
Jack, were not affected as deeply. Despite the land sale, the Bryans still were 
concerned over their financial situation in the mid-1980s. Expecting continued high 
interest rates and poor commodity prices, the Bryans sought help from Rural Route.
Pete and Mae took the financial statements generated by their computer to the 
advisor, who was surprised at seeing the printouts. Mae commented, He said he 
almost didn’t know what to do with it since he was more used to shoe or cigar boxes 
filled with receipts." The Bryans said seeking Rural Route’s help was basically a 
preventive measure, which provided them with an outsider s opinion.
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Pete and Mae pride themselves in being informed about farming legislation and 
governmental policy. They are active in a farmers’ lobbying group. Mae reveals a 
feisty spirit when she remarks, "I think the farmers who will make it are the ones who 
fight. Rather than just give everything to the bank, why not sink that money into a 
good lawyer to fight it out? A lot of farmers don’t really know what their rights are, 
so they are willing to give in too easily. You’ve got to fight to keep what you have."
Jack, the Bryans’ only son, has no interest in farming. At the time of the 
interview, he was in Texas working on a Master’s degree in corporate accounting.
Jack’s disinterest in farming does not bother Pete and Mae. The Bryan’s philosophy of 
work and farming is illustrated in Mae’s comment, "We realized a long time ago that 
we couldn’t think that farming was all there is to do. I just can’t believe these 
farmers who think that all they can do is farm. We offered a neighbor the chance to 
work with us in the dry-walling business, and he asked if he couldn’t farm our land so 
Pete could spend more time at the other job. He said, ‘I just want to farm.’ He was 
missing the whole point."
The Bryans displayed an element of hope and optimism about the future. They 
talked about their plans for trips "that we can’t afford," and retirement. Since their 
son has moved to Texas, Pete and Mae decided they would like to retire for part of the 
year in Texas, spending the remainder in Illinois.
A comparison of the Thompsons and the Bryans, be overall impression of these 
two families is that they show contrasting goals and farm management styles. First of 
all the Thompsons were more family-oriented in their thinking about the farming 
operation. Indeed, the desire to build a multi-generational operation contributed to 
their financial distress. They turned to off-farm employment only when it was
necessary to survive. John and Ellen’s commitment to fanning was evidenced by their 
desire to move back to a farm during retirement. Through their difficulties, they 
relied on a close community of family and friends. The Thompson’s were such trusting 
people they extended family-like status and expectations to non-relatives; they 
expected verbal agreements with bankers to be honored. These characteristics 
illustrate the Thompsons had an "ideal" yeoman perspective, defined by an 
interdependent orientation to operation management and a preference for using 
family-based resources. The Thompson’s failed to live up to the "ideal" yeoman family 
as defined by Salamon (1985) in that their trustfulness outweighed their caution in 
dealing with their banker. This put their operation at risk which is a violation of 
yeoman goals. Thus the Thompson’s, like the other "ideal" yeoman families in this 
study, are different from the "ideal" yeoman families described by Salamon (1985).
The Bryans, on the other hand, had been involved with off-farm employment for 
about 30 years, for as long as they farmed. As aggressive entrepreneurs, the Bryans 
established a private business to provide additional income to supplement their farming 
operation. It was almost as if farming were a hobby for Pete, with their "real 
operation" being the dry-walling business. This is not meant to imply the Bryans took 
farming lightly; their commitment was evidenced by involvement in the larger political 
arena with a farmers’ lobbying group. Pete and Mae adopted a philosophy which 
espoused independence, flexibility, and variety in the resources they used to maintain 
their standard of living. This was an ideal they passed on to their son, granting him 
freedom to pursue His own interests, off-the-farm. Similarly to the Thompsons, the 
Bryans failed to live up to the goals set forth by "ideal" entrepreneurs (Salamon, 1985).
Their aggressiveness in farming, which is characteristic of entrepreneurs, was initially
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what got them into financial trouble. However, this same attitude seemed to help 
them recover as well.
The Bryans’ desire to maintain involvement with farming was weaker than the 
Thompsons’. This is demonstrated in their plans for later life. Whereas the Thompsons 
wanted to move back onto a farm, the Bryans were ready to leave the farm on 
retirement. Pete even mentioned selling some of the land to a contractor for 
subdivisions. Thus, the Bryans were a family which hold to an "ideal" entrepreneur 
perspective, defined by an independent management orientation and a preference for 
using a broad range of resources to provide for their needs.
Two among many. It is important to note that although the experiences of 
these two families were unique, similar situations were shared with other families 
interviewed. These experiences would undoubtedly sound familiar to farmers in the 
general population. Many of the farm couples told stories about long-trusted bankers 
and lawyers who denied having made verbal agreements. Several families learned their 
lawyers also represented the banks wanting to force them out of farming. It is little 
wonder that farm men and women would respond to people with a sense of paranoia; 
that people were against them—they were. It is plausible that such experiences with 
bankers and lawyers would be associated with family-based, interdependent farmers. 
Ideal" yeoman farmers are committed to family continuity and community integration, 
and they operate according to trust, whereas broad-based, independent farmers ("ideal" 
entrepreneurs) are less personally attached to the farm business and community 
cohesion, viewing farm difficulties as "all part of business" (Salamon & Davis-Brown, 
1987).
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A common thread in families’ situations was that their financial condition was 
too "prosperous for one governmental program, yet insufficient for another. "Falling 
between the cracks" contributed to their sense of frustration and lack of confidence in 
professionals. Several farmers mentioned being caught in the middle, with banks not 
pressuring neighbors "worse off financially than we were," supplying money to "people 
who already had money," and "squeezing every cent possible out of us." Although these 
experiences may be families’ perceptions rather than objective facts, what families 
reported was real for them and that to which they responded.
Farm families in the sample were often forced to deal with financial stress over 
a long period of time. The Thompsons’ and the Bryans’ difficulties spanned several 
years, without any guarantee that the situation would stay "fixed." It was after the 
Thompsons felt they had dealt with the high interest rates effectively, and were safe, 
that they lost the farm. The Bryans had already taken several steps to deal with their 
financial problems, such as selling some land, yet after several years they still had 
concerns about their finances and sought help.
Many of the contrasts exemplified by the Thompsons and the Bryans were 
derived from the world view motivating their farming. The families’ world view 
influenced the cause of their financial difficulties, the severity of their situation, and 
the direction of their adaptation to the stressful experiences. Because the Thompsons 
and the Bryans are representative of farm families who fall in Quadrants I and IV of 
the modified world view model, the influence of world view can be generalized to 
other families in these quadrants.
81
Discussion
This study was designed to overcome limitations of past research on stress 
among farm families and, in particular, examine variations in stress and coping among 
families in the context of their world view about farms and farming. Overall, the 
results suggest the way in which farm families structure their views of the world is 
critical to understanding their adaptation to stress.
World View: The Model
Basically, the data support the ideal yeoman/entrepreneur heterogeneity among 
farm families proposed by Salamon and her colleagues (Salamon, 1984, 1985, 1987; 
Salamon & Davis-Brown, 1986). The results, however, suggest the diversity between 
yeoman and entrepreneur polar types may be understood by a two-dimensional world 
view model incorporating farming attitudes and use of resources. This was 
demonstrated in that a couple’s position on Management Orientation was not 
necessarily indicative of their position on Resource Preference.
Salamon’s original model accommodated families who were not "ideal," but it 
did not provide specification of these families. The present model is able to specify 
two distinct aspects of farming which define farm families’ management strategies.
By identifying the dimensions of Management Orientation and Resource Preference, the 
two-dimensional model delineates and expands on the diversity among farm families.
In particular, it gives more specification to families that do not fit the ideal 
yeoman/entrepreneur patterns.
The surprising results of the world view analysis may have been due in part to 
this being the first attempt to quantify the yeoman/entrepreneur typology and apply it 
empirically to research in another area. Nevertheless, the results show enough promise
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to support the use of the typology in other studies of farm families. Heterogeneity in 
world views among farm couples should be addressed in research, especially that which 
investigates farm families and their stress experiences. Resources and perception 
(perspective) are integral to the Double ABC-X model of the stress process.
Therefore, world view becomes especially important to consider.
Due to the results of this study, it is difficult to discuss yeoman and 
entrepreneur differences as originally proposed by Salamon. The data revealed that 
dimension-specific correlations occurred more frequently than did correlations with 
both dimensions; therefore, in addition to global yeoman/entrepreneur differences, 
variation in management orientation and resource preference must be considered in 
interpreting and discussing the results. However, for ease of discussion, the terms 
"yeoman" and "entrepreneur" will be used.
Although yeoman/entrepreneur dissimilarities did not appear in all of the 
variable categories, enough diversity emerged to support Salamon’s typology (1984,
1985, 1987; Salamon & Davis-Brown, 1986) and the assertion that yeoman and 
entrepreneurial farmers would perceive and respond to farm-related stress differently. 
The areas where the divergent experiences were particularly acute were yeoman 
couples’ (resource preference, family-based) greater concern over potential farm losses, 
their greater number and severity of life events, and yeoman women’s (management 
orientation, interdependent) more severe experience of paranoid ideation related to 
off-farm work. This confirms Davis-Brown & Salamon’s (1987) assertion that yeoman 
families would be more distressed with farm financial problems than entrepreneurial 
families. Variation in response to farm stress was seen in entrepreneur couples 
(management orientation, independent) greater reliance on off-farm employment and in
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their (resource preference, broad-based) higher education. Family types were another 
area where yeoman/entrepreneur differences appeared. To the extent that family 
characteristics influence perception and resource usage, this also contributed to the 
families’ dissimilar experience of stress.
Another aspect of Salamon’s (1984, 1985, 1987; Salamon & Davis-Brown, 1986) 
depiction of yeoman and entrepreneur farmers was supported. The strong relationship 
between farm couples’ preference for family-based resources and greater desire to 
remain in farming agrees with Salamon’s characterization of yeoman farmers being 
more committed to the continuity of the family farm than entrepreneur farmers. 
Couples’ Experience of Stressors and Distress
Overall, the families in this study handled stress during the drought fairly well. 
This was evidenced by the findings that on the average, they neither faced significantly 
more stressors nor manifested greater problems with distress symptoms than other 
populations. Unfortunately, since much of this data is retrospective, the exact number 
of life events and the level of distress these families experienced during the peak of 
their financial problems cannot be ascertained. Therefore, no conclusions can be made 
about how stressed they were during the height of their financial difficulties. Whereas 
some families in the general farm population may have been paralyzed or totally 
destroyed by their farm experience, most of the sample families managed their 
financial difficulties well enough to lead lives similar to what they had before the farm 
crisis. This provides a basis for optimism about the tenacity of farm families to adapt
to a multitude of stresses.
In reviewing the results of the distress symptoms, it is understandable that these 
couples would experience depression, anxiety and even somatic symptoms. These
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symptoms are easily attributed to the stress caused by the drought; however, it is not 
apparent how hostility and paranoid ideation relate to drought stress. One proposal is 
hostility and paranoid ideation are distress symptoms which emerged during the 
financial difficulties and have remained part of these peoples’ outlook on life. With 
the difficulties many farm families had with once-trusted bankers and lawyers, these 
responses are understandable, and might be considered functional, as it would motivate 
them to be cautious in future encounters with such professionals.
Effects of Demographic Characteristics
Gender differences involving life events and distress symptoms. The small 
number of significant gender differences in the experience of stress is notable in light 
of the gender differences reported by other researchers (Heffernan & Heffernan,
1986a; Walker & Walker, 1987; Weigel & Weigel, 1987). Men and women reported 
nearly equal numbers and severity of all life event categories except the number and 
severity of health events two to three years ago. Women experienced significantly 
more numerous and severe health problems than their husbands which is perhaps a 
manifestation of the stress they experienced during that time.
One hypothesis which was supported was that men’s and women’s scores on 
distress symptoms would be similar. It was expected that women would experience 
more stressors, but be more functional on the average in handling their stressors than 
men. Women neither reported more life events nor experienced significantly less 
severe distress symptoms; therefore, it can be said only that women responded to 
stressors similarly to men. This finding contradicts Walker and Walker (1987), whose 
sample demonstrated that women experienced significantly higher distress symptoms 
scores than men. Of course, it must be noted this study’s sample may have reacted
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similarly to Walker and Walker's during the initial financial problems, but differently 
during the drought.
The correlations between life events and stress symptoms revealed some 
differences between men and women. Men were affected more by personal life events, 
work events and total events. Although men’s scores were expected to demonstrate a 
relationship between farming events and distress symptoms in addition to work-related 
events, this did not appear. In fact, it was the women’s scores that demonstrated a 
relationship between farm events and distress symptoms. Specifically, they 
experienced more anxiety, somatization and hostility as the severity of farm events 
increased. This correlation could relate to the findings of Duncan et al. (1988), that 
farm women tend to be more concerned about their family’s financial situation and 
more sensitive to their estimate of income adequacy than their husbands. Since, for 
many of these families, the farm was the major source of income, it follows that wives 
might be more affected by farm events than husbands.
Overall age differences. The age differences found in this sample suggested 
younger men and women were affected by and responded to stress differently than 
older men and women. Younger couples encountered more numerous life events, 
younger men had a greater desire to remain in farming if forced out, and younger 
women experienced more severe depression and hostility than older women. Other 
studies attributed age differences in the experience of distress to the lower status of 
younger farmers in two-generation operations (Weigel & Weigel, 1987) and to greater 
financial distress among younger farmers than older farmers (Bultena et al., 1986).
These results show that age differences in experiencing distress can also be attributed 
to the developmental phase of families rather than relating merely to financial
86
difficulties or being In a two-generation farming operation. Whereas older couples are 
no longer financially responsible for their children, younger couples still have children 
who are dependent on them. The extra responsibility and concern for their children’s 
welfare may contribute to the additional stress and concern younger couples 
experience. The developmental phase is also relevant to older men’s reporting less 
desire to keep farming after being forced out (Farming Goals); if forced out, the older 
men were less inclined to include farming in their long-term goals than younger men. 
Limitations of this Study
Perhaps the most notable of this study’s limitations is the potential sample bias. 
Those farm families who sought assistance may differ from families with similar 
financial problems but who did not seek help from Rural Route. The differences could 
be evident in the way families evaluate the seriousness of stressors in their lives, the 
resources they have or create with which to confront the stressors, and the adeptness 
with which they deploy their resources. Consequently, the way families go through the 
process of stress management would affect the outcome of their situations, whether 
towards equilibrium and coping or disequilibrium and crisis. If only those families who 
attempt to address stressors in functional ways contacted Rural Route, then it follows 
that their experience of life events and subsequent distress symptoms should not differ 
greatly from the general population. Those families who handle stressors in less 
functional ways would not be likely to have utilized the Rural Route services. A 
similar selection process, which prompted Rural Route involvement by more functional 
families, may have repeated when families were contacted about the study. However, 
the results demonstrate that indeed some men and women reported a greater number 
of life events and more severe distress symptoms than the standardized levels. This is
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evidence that even if the least distressed, most functionally adjusted couples were 
self-selected, the study resulted in some representation of severely distressed couples.
Related to the study’s self-selection of participants is the second limitation, the 
small size of the sample. The conclusions drawn are not comparable to findings 
resulting from large samples (Johnson & Booth, in press; Walker & Walker, 1987; Weigel
& Weigel, 1987), but are as valid as smaller studies (Heffernan & Heffernan, 1985a, 
1985b; Rosenblatt & Keller, 1983). However, the small sample size did allow more 
comprehensive, detailed data to be gathered on each farm couple. The trade-off was 
the size of the sample and the generalizability of the results for the depth of the 
qualitative information, which provided a richer understanding of these families and 
their experiences.
A third limitation to this research is the lengthy time required to interview all 
participants. One interviewer and the families’ availability resulted in the interviews 
taking place over a four month period, though most were carried out in the first two 
months. This means that, although most interviews were conducted before or during 
harvest, several couples were interviewed after all of their crops were harvested. This 
could easily have affected the couples’ reports of items such as distress symptoms 
because anxiety caused by the uncertainty of the drought could have been alleviated.
Fourthly, since the interviews were conducted during a stressful, 
drought-stricken growing season, it is difficult to separate the effects of the drought 
from the residual stress of the financial problems. On one hand, being an immediate 
stressor, the families’ concern over the drought would be the most influential.
However, it is important to remember that the seriousness of their previous financial 
situations would have contributed to a fragile financial base, easily damaged by a
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drought. Thus, the stress the families experienced during the summer of 1988 was
perhaps compounded by earlier economic difficulties. On the other hand, as suggested
in the narrative of the Thompsons and comments by other families, having financial
problems in the mid-1980s helped to prepare some families to handle stressors such as
the drought. It also gave them a benchmark against which their current situation could 
be measured.
Having previous financial difficulties required couples to test what does and 
does not work in coping with business problems. As one wife commented, "We learned 
several years ago we needed to talk, not argue and blame each other, so we’ve talked 
more this summer." This is a good example of how the Double ABC-X model explains 
a family’s experience. The family’s encounter with a stressor at one point in time is 
met with certain perceptions and resources among them coping techniques. The 
experience gained in this situation is then used when the family faces another stressor.
In some cases, a change in strategy and techniques occurs. In contrast, at other times 
a strategy or technique will be used again if it previously restored equilibrium.
Directions for Future Research
The instruments developed in this study will facilitate the use of the 
yeoman/entrepreneur typology in future research. The greatest contribution in this 
regard would be to test the World View Questionnaire and the Detailed World View 
Checklist on a large, random sample of farm families. Because the non-random sample 
may have biased the reliability and validity checks in some way, future research should 
use all of the original items. Also, further investigation of the differences among 
families of each of the four quadrants of the two-dimensional world view model would 
add much to the knowledge base concerning the heterogeneity of farm families.
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Much of what is known about farm families and stress has been written during a 
difficult period in agriculture, the farm crisis. Even the current study, although 
supposedly after the farm crisis was over, reached families when they were abnormally 
stressed. What is needed in the farm family literature are more studies that look at 
farm families during "norm al years, when weather and the markets are more 
favorable. This would provide a baseline against which changes in distress may be 
measured. Of course, in this pursuit, researchers, like the farmers they attempt to 
study, will be at the mercy of weather and the government to provide such a ’'normal" 
year.
Implications for Applied Use
The logical conclusion to this discussion of distressed farm families implies that 
during periods of farming difficulty, there will be families who need special assistance 
in responding in healthy, functional ways to stress. The distress symptoms scores of 
the sample families suggest that farm men and women need to learn how to handle 
anxiety, paranoid ideation and depression, in particular. Additionally, those men and 
women who experienced many life changes and stressors could also need assistance in 
dealing with feelings of hostility.
In light of Jurich and Russells’ (1987) findings that farm families respond best to 
brief, goal-directed therapy, administration of the World View Questionnaire could be a 
useful tool for many practitioners. Administering items from all four sections of the 
World View Questionnaire should prove helpful for counselors working with farm 
families because it assists professionals tailoring the approach used according to a 
particular world view (see Davis-Brown & Salamon, 1987, for details of presenting 
issues based on world view). The items from the Concern About Loss and Farming
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Goals sections provide comprehensive lists which will facilitate targeting families’ 
most disturbing concerns and goals. The immediacy of gaining such information will be 
invaluable, especially in settings where brief therapy is utilized.
Conclusion
These findings about families’ overall experience with stressors and distress 
counter what was expected from media reports about the effects of the crisis. While 
this suggests that families’ experience of stress as a result of the drought (and perhaps 
the mid-1980s farm crisis) was inflated to some extent by the media, drastic changes 
in media coverage, programs and governmental policies should be made with caution. 
What is needed in the media, policy-making, and helping-profession realms is a realistic 
balance between recognizing the inabilities of some farm families to adjust to stressors 
associated with their occupations and remembering that other farm families are quite 
capable of handling their farm-related stressors. For the former group, this may 
require a variety of psychological, social and economic interventions. The latter group 
may need only public recognition of the successful negotiation of their difficulties to 
reinforce their strength and self-sufficiency.
Finally, the findings of this study facilitate a comprehensive understanding 
regarding the "personalities" of yeoman and entrepreneur farm families, and how they 
react to farm-related stress. For research, it is imperative to acknowledge cultural 
variables such as world view which may otherwise confound data analysis or contribute 
to misleading conclusions about behavioral motives. Application of family research in 
areas such as family counseling and Cooperative Extension services requires awareness 
of differences in family types and how families may respond to various circumstances.
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Ultimately, farm families will benefit from better recognition of their variations in 
goals, strategies and measures of success or failure.
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Appendix A
Farm/Occupation Questionnaire
A. What best describes your current occupational situation?
1. Farm only 2. Farm and off-farm jobs 3. off-farm only
B. Are you:
1. working full-time 2. working part-time 
3. seeking employment 4. retired 5. other_______
C. With whom do/did you farm?
1. self only 2. Relative(s) - please 3. non-relative(s)
specify relationships (Give number.)
D. Is/was your farming operation:
1. Informal "cooperative" 2. Legal partnership 3. Incorporated
E. What is/was your tenure status?
1. tenant 2. part owner 3. full owner 4. landlord
F. What do/did you grow?
1. grain only 2. livestock only 3.both
G. How many acres do/did you farm?_______________________
H. How many acres do/did you own? _ ______________________
I. How many acres did you inherit?________________ _ _____ _
From whom?_______________________________________
J . If you expect to inherit any more land, how much?_________
From whom?_______________________________________
K. How big is your livestock operation? _ __________________
L - Q apply to those families with off-farm jobs. Non-off-farm families 
GO TO R .
L. If yes, how many hours per week? - ----------- - hours
M. How many weeks did you work at your nonfarm job last year?
__________ weeks
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How many years have you worked at a nonfarm job? ________ years
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What is the name or title of your nonfarm job? (example: sales clerk,
What is the most important reason that you have a nonfarm job? (Circle 
only one)
1 I need to supplement farm income.
2 I want the employee benefits.
3 I enjoy working.
4 I am not satisfied with only being at home or on the farm.
5 I want the money for capital improvements on the farm.
6 I want the money to purchase land.
7 Other (please specify)________ ________________________________________
What is the single most important reason that you do not work at a nonfarm 
job? (Circle only one)
1. No time for nonfarm job.
2. My health.
3. Health of other household members.
4. Lack of adequate child care.
5. My children are too young.
6 . My spouse doesn’t want me to work.
7. My children don’t want me to work.
8 . I don’t want to work at the present time.
9. I need more job training or skills.
10. I don’t have transportation.
11. It ’s too far from the farm to other job possibilities.
12. There are no job opportunities for me.
13. I am looking for work.
14. Retired.
15. Other (please specify)_ ___________________________ ._________________
Which category represents your estimated net farm income for 1987?
(Circle one.)
pharmacist)
About how many miles is it from your home to your nonfarm job?
miles
1. $2,999 or less
4. $7,500-9,999
7. $15,000-17,499
10. $25,000-34,999
13. $55,000-59,999
2. $3,000-4,999
5. $10,000-12,499
8 . $17,500-19,999
11. $35,000 44,999
14. $61,000+
3. $5,000-7,499
6 . $12,500-14,999
9. $20,000-24,999
12. $45,000-54,999
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Which of the following categories describes your family’s nonfarm income 
(before taxes) for 1987? (Circle one.)
1 . $2,999 or less 2. $3,000-4,999 3. $5,000-7,499
4. $7,500-9,999 5. $10,000-12,499 6. $12,500-14,999
7. $15,000-17,499 8 $17,500-19,999 9. $20,000-24,999
10 . $25,000-34,999 11. $35,000-44,999 12 . $45,000-54,999
13. $55,000-59,999 14. $61,000+
U. What is/was the reason you are in farming?
1. It ’s a job 2. challenge 3. business 4. way of life
5. family heritage 6. other_________________________
V. Rank the following values of land:
__ investment/business
__family heritage
__means of earning a living
W. Do you have children who farm, have farmed, or who you expect to farm? 
1 . yes 2 . no
X. If no, why not?
Appendix B 
Personal/Family/Community Questionnaire
I. Personal
A. Family composition: (P = Present)
Husband__  W ife__  Son(s)__ Daughter(s) _
Son(s)-in-law__  Daughter(s)-in-law _
Brother(s)__  Sister(s)__ Father__ Mother _
Nephew (s)__  Niece(s) _  Cousin(s) _
Grandson(s)__  Granddaughter(s) _
B. A ge (s ):______________________________________
C. Are you:
1. single 2. married 3. separated 4. divorced 
5. widowed 6. engaged to be married
7. remarried after divorce
8 . remarried after being widowed
D How many children do you have?___________________
E. Age range of children?______
F. Your levels of education?________________________
G. What is your religious affiliation?
I. Methodist 2. Baptist 3. Nazarene
4. Presbyterian 5. Catholic 6. ALC Lutheran
7. Mo Synod Lutheran 8. Pentacostal/Assembly of God 
9. Independent 10. O ther__________
11. None (Skip H.)
H. How frequently do you attend church services as a family 
(Sunday a.m., p.m., Wednesday nights, etc.)?
1. 2 or more times/week 2. once every week 
3. at least once a month 4. less than once a month
5. only at religious holidays 6. once a year 
7. not at all
I. With which ethnic group do you most identify?
1. English 2. Scotch 3. Irish 4. German
5. Dutch 6. Swedish 7. Slavic 8. None, American
9. O ther______________
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II. You and Your Community
A. Were you born in this community?
1. yes (go to C.) 2. no (go to B.)
B. (If no) Where were you born?____________________
About how many miles away is that?______________
C. (If yes) Which generation of your family moved to this community?
1. parents 2. grandparents 3. great-grandparents
4. earlier than great-grandparents
D. How many of your relatives live nearby? Give number please.
A. children____ B. siblings____ C. parents__
E. If they do not live nearby, are they:
1. recently moved 2. living elsewhere 3. deceased
A. children____  B. siblings____ C. parents___
F. If they’ve moved, why have they moved?
Rel.____Reason________________________________
Rel.____Reason________________________________
Rel.____Reason________________________________ _
G. What is your involvement with non-church community groups? 
Please indicate number of groups.
a. member in name only____
b. attend less than half of meetings during year____
c. attend at least half of meetings during year_____
d. hold o ff ice ____
H. Has your overall involvement in church and/or community 
activities increased, decreased or stayed the same over 
the last 5 years?
1. increased 2. decreased 3. stayed the same
1 0 0
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I. What is unique about your community that you would like 
to preserve?
1 . way of life
2 . neighborly concern
3. ancestral home
4. ability to change with the times
5. low crime and delinquency
6. traditional social values
7. there is really nothing special
8. other ___________________ __________________
J. Do you expect to be living in this community five years 
from now?
1. yes (Go to K.) 2. no (Go to L.)
K. If yes, why?
1 . I have work here.
2 . I own my house (or land).
3. My family has always lived here.
4. It’s a good place to live.
5. All of my family is here.
6. All of my friends are here.
7. I have nowhere else to go.
8. Other
L. If no, why not?
1. There is no work here.
2 . I don’t know many people.
3. The people are not friendly.
4. I want a better life for my children.
5. I will not be able to retain/maintain my home.
6 . Social services are lacking.
7. O the r________________________ _ ___________
M. If you expect to leave, what changes would keep you here?
1 . better schools
2 . a job
3. better social services
4. a friendlier atmosphere
5. a good nursing home
6. people working together
7. better economic opportunities
8. o ther___________ _________________________
N. If you are nor retired, what do you plan to do when you 
retire?
1. live on the farm 2. move into town 3. leave area 
4. do not plan to retire 5. other_______________
O. If you plan to leave the area, why?_________________________ _ _ _ _ _ _____
P. Do you have any other comments or questions about
anything we talked about this morning/evening/afternoon?
10 2
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Appendix C
Directions: Please think over the past 3 years. If any of the following has happened to 
you, circle the corresponding number. Circle the numbers first, then go back and rate 
each event distinguishing between those which occurred in the past year and those which 
happened 2-3 years ago. Next, go back over the events you circled and indicate whether 
the event was Very Good. Good. Neutral (Neither good nor bad), Bad, Very Bad. Please 
circle the appropriate number.
Life Events Scale
2-3 Years Ago Past Year
Very           Neu-  Very
Good Good tral Bad  Bad  Life Changes
Very  Neu-  Very
Good  Good  tral  Bad  Bad
1       2 3 4 5   A. Started school 1       2 3 4 5
1       2 3 4 5 B. Graduated from school 1       2 3 4 5
1  2 3 4 5  C. Failed school 1       2 3 4 5
1       2 3 4 5 D. Ceased attending school 1       2 3 4 5
1       2 3 4 5  E. Changed schools 1       2 3 4 5
1       2 3 4 5 F. Problems in school 1       2 3 4 5
1       2 3 4 5  G. Moved within same county 1       2 3 4 5
1       2 3 4 5 H. Moved to a different 
county
1       2 3 4 5
1       2 3 4 5  I. Moved to same type of 
community
1       2 3 4 5
1       2 3 4 5  J. Moved to a better com­
munity
1       2 3 4 5
1       2 3 4  5  K. Moved to a worse community
1       2 3 4 5
1       2 3 4 5 L. Built a new home
1       2 3 4 5
1       2 3 4  5 M. Remodeled house
1       2 3 4 5
1       2 3 4 5   N. Changed living conditions 1       2 3
4 5
2-3YearsA go  
Very Neu- 
Good Good tral Bad
1         2        3  4
Very
Bad
 5
 1  2 3 4 5
1        2 3 4 5
1        2 3 4 5
1        2 3 4 5
1        2 3 4 5
1        2 3 4 5
1        2 3 4 5
1        2 3 4 5
1        2 3 4 5
1        2 3 4 5
1        2 3 4 5
1        2 3 4 5
1        2 3 4 5
1        2 3 4 5
1        2 3 4 5
1        2 3 4 5
1        2 3 4 5
PastYear
Very Neu- 
Good Good tral      Bad
1      2  3 4
Very
Bad
5
 1        2 3 4 5
 1        2 3 4 5
 1        2 3  4 5
 1        2 3  4 5
 1        2 3  4 5
 1        2 3  4 5
 1        2 3  4 5
 1        2 3 4 5
 1        2 3 4 5
 1        2 3 4 5
 1        2 3  4 5
 1        2 3 4 5
 1        2 3 4 5
 1        2 3 4 5
 1        2 3  4 5
 1        2 3 4 5
 1        2 3  4 5
Relationship
A. Began serious relationship
B. Ceased steady dating
C. Engaged
D. Broke engagement
E. Separated
F. Married
G. Divorced
H. Child married with ap­
proval
I. Child married without ap­
proval
J. Increased arguments with 
spouse or former spouse
K. Improved relations with 
spouse or former spouse
L. Trouble with in-laws
Children and Family
A. Birth of first child
B. Birth of another child
C. Adoption of first child
D. Adoption of another child
E. Child started school
F. Child failed at school
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2-3 Years Ago 
Very  Neu- 
Good Good tral  Bad 
1         2       3  4
Very 
Bad 
5 | G. Child changed schools
Past Year 
V e r y          
N eu-  G ood  G ood  t r a l   B a d  1      
    2       3        4
Very
Bad
5
1 2 3 4
5
H. Child had problems at 
school
 1 2 3 4 5
1  2 3 4 5 I Child changed childcare 1 2 3 4 5
1         2 3 4
5
J. Child had problems in 
childcare
1 2 3 4 5
1         2 3 4
5
K. Increased difficulty 
managing child
1 2 3 4 5
1         2 3 4
5
L. Increased number of tasks 
or chores that don’t get 
done
1 2 3 4 5
1         2 3 4
5
M. New person moved into 
household
1 2 3 4 5
1         2 3 4
5
N. Child left home - married 1 2 3 4 5
1         2 3 4 5 O. Child left home - college 1 2 3 4 5
1         2 3 4
5
P. Child left home - other 1 2 3 4 5
1         2 3 4
5
Q. Family member entered 
armed forces
1 2 3 4 5
1         2 3 4
5
R. Other family member left 
home
1 2 3 4 5
1         2 3 4
5
S. Change in number of family 
get-togethers
1 2 3 4 5
1         2 3 4
5
T. Birth of grandchild 1 2 3 4 5
1         2 3 4
5
U. Serious physical illness 1 2 3 4 5
1         2 3 4 5 V. Serious injury or accident
1 2 3 4 5
1         2 3 4 5 w. Death of spouse
1 2 3 4 5
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9-3 Years Ago
Very
Bad
Very
Good Good
Neu­
tral    Bad
1  2 3  4 5
1        2 3      4 5
1        2 3      4 5
1        2 3      4 5
1        2 3      4 5
1        2 3      4 5
1        2 3      4 5
1        2 3      4 5
1        2 3      4 5
1        2 3      4 5
1        2 3      4 5
1        2 3      4 5
1        2 3      4 5
1        2 3      4 5
1        2 3      4 5
1        2 3      4 5
1        2 3      4 5
1        2 3      4 5
1        2 3      4 5
1        2 3      4 5
PastYear 
Very Neu- 
Good Good tral
Very
Bad
 1        2 3      4 5
1         2 3      4 5
1        2 3      4 5
1         2 3      4 5
1         2 3      4 5
1         2 3      4 5
1        2 3      4 5
1        2 3      4 5
1        2 3      4 5
1         2 3      4 5
1         2 3      4 5
1         2 3      4 5
1         2 3      4 5
1         2 3      4 5
1         2 3      4 5
1         2 3      4 5
1         2 3      4 5
1         2 3      4 5
1         2 3      4
5
1         2 3      4
5
X. Death of child 
Y. Death of brother or sister
Z. Death of parent 
AA. Death of other close 
 family member
BB. Death of close friend 
CC. Divorce of parents 
DD. Remarriage of parent 
Health. Habits and Beliefs 
A. Wanted pregnancy
B. Unwanted pregnancy
C. Change in health of family 
member
D. Menopause
E. Miscarriage
F. Stillbirth
G. Abortion
H. Frequent minor illness
I. Majordental work 
J. Mental illness
K. Death of pet
L. Sexual difficulties 
M. Change in personal habits
2-3YearsAgo 
Very Good=1
Good=2 Neutral=3 Bad=4
Very
Bad5
Past Year
Very Good=1
Good=2 Neutral=3 Bad=4
Very
Bad5
1      2 3     4 5 N. Change in amount/type of 
recreation
1 2 3  4 5
1      2 3  4
5
 0 . Change in church activi­
ties
1
2 3 4 5
1      2 3 4
5 
P. Change in sleeping habits
1
2 3  4 5
1      2 3 4
5 
Q . Change in eating habits
1
2 3 4 5
1      2 3  4
5 
R. Change in social activi­
ties
1
2 3  4 5
1  2 3  4
5 
S. Change in religious 
beliefs
1
2 3 4 5
1      2 3 4
5 
T. Change in political 
beliefs
Work and Finances
1
2 3  4 5
1      2 3  4
5 
A. Started to work first time
1
2 3 4 5
1      2 3 4
5 
B. Change to same type of job
1
2 3 4 5
1      2 3  4
5 
C. Change to different type 
of job
1 2 3 4 5
1      2 3 4
5 
D. Took second job
1
2 3 4 5
1      2 3  4
5 
E. More responsibilities at 
work
1
2 3 4 5
1      2 3  4 5  F. Fewer responsibilities at 
work
1
2 3 4 5
1      2 3  4
5 
G. Troubles with boss
1
2 3  4 5
1      2 3 4 5  H. Troubles with co-workers
1
2 3 4 5
1      2 3  4
 
   
5
I. Troubles with persons 
under your supervision
1
2 3 4 5
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2-3 Years Ago 
Very Neu-  Very
Good Good  tral Bad  Bad
1  2 3 4 5 J. Promotion                                
 
1     2 3 4 5
1      2 3 4 5 K. Demotion 1     2 3 4 5
1      2 3 4 5 L. Transfer 1     2 3 4 5
1  2 3 4 5 M. Laid off (temporarily)   1     2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 N. Expanded business (other 
than farm) 
1     2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 O . Expanded farm business 1     2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 P. Disease outbreak 1     2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 Q. Valuable animal dies 1     2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 R. High debt load  1     2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 S. Production loss due to | 
disease, insects, weather
1     2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 T. Poor cash flow 1     2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 U. Sudden drop in commodities  1     2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 V. Machinery or facility 
purchase 
1     2 3 4 5
1  2 3 4 5 W. Begin partnership                       1     2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 X . Begin corporation 1     2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 Y. Compete for land   1     2 3
4 5
1  2 3 4 5 Z. Loss of leased land
1     2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 AA. Sell land  
1     2 3 4 5
1  2 3 4 5 BB. Bankruptcy 
1     2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 CC. Hold farm sale
1     2 3 4 5
Past Year 
Very Neu-  Very
Good Good    tral Bad   Bad
108
1  2 3 4 5
1      2 3 4 5
1      2 3 4 5
1      2 3 4 5
1      2 3 4 5
1      2 3 4 5
1      2 3 4 5
1      2 3 4 5
1      2 3 4 5
1      2 3 4 5
1      2 3 4 5
1      2 3 4 5
1      2 3 4 5
1      2 3 4 5
1      2 3 4 5
1      2 3 4 5
1      2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
DD. Sell the family farm/home­
stead
EE. Purchase land
FF. Rent land
GG. Began farming
HH. Out of work over a month
II. Out of work less than a 
month
JJ . Change in work hours or 
conditions
KK. Fired
LL. Reorganization at work
MM.Other work troubles
NN. Retirement - voluntary
0 0 . Retirement - forced
PP. Significant success at 
work
QQ. Home study to improve you 
in your work
RR . Major improvement in 
financial status
SS. Financial status a lot 
worse than usual
TT. Foreclosure of mortgage or 
loan
2 - 3  Years Ago
Very Neu-  Very
Good Good tral Bad Bad
Past Year 
Very Neu-  Very
Good   Good  tral     Bad      Bad
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2-3 Years Ago 
Very Neu-  Very
Good  Good tral Bad Bad
Past Year 
Very Neu- Very
Good Good tral  Bad     Bad
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
  1 2 3 4 5
 1 2 3 4 5
 1 2 3 4 5
 1 2 3 4 5
 1 2 3 4 5
 1 2 3 4 5
 1 2 3 4 5
 1 2 3 4 5
 1 2 3 4 5
 1 2 3 4 5
 1 2 3 4 5
 1 2 3 4 5
 1 2 3 4 5
 1 2 3 4 5
 1 2 3 4 5
 1 2 3 4 5
UU. Outstanding personal 
achievement
W . Credit rating difficulties
WW.Moderate purchase
XX . Major purchase (other than 
land or farm equipment)
Miscellaneous
A. In court
B. In jail
C. Arrested
D. Law suit or legal action
E. Loss of driver’s license
F. Minor violations of the 
law
G. Loss, robbery, or damage 
of personal property
H. Serious argument with 
neighbor, friend or 
relative
I. Improved relations with 
neighbor, friend or 
relative
J. Separation from signifi­
cant person
K. Vacation
L. Accident
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2-3 Years Ago  
Very Neu-  Very
Good Good   tral  Bad  Bad
Past Year 
Very Neu- Very
Good Good  tral Bad Bad
111
M. Major decision regarding 
the future
N. Community crisis (fire, 
crime, etc.)
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 6
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Appendix D
The first section of this questionnaire is made up of sets of two descriptors which have 
been placed on either end of a continuum. Please indicate which side of each set you 
generally tend towards in matters concerning your farming operation. (Circle one dot 
for each set of descriptors.)
World View Questionnaire
1. slow to change
2. cooperative
3. self-made
Much Some- Some- Much 
More what About what More 
So More Equal More So
eager to try new 
things
competitive
family important to
establishing
operation
4. responsible to 
extended family 
for actions
self-reliant
5. farm with most 
up-to-date 
methods
6. we see land mainly 
as the source of 
income, profit
7. close with neigh­
bors and friends
8. selective invol­
vement with local 
groups and causes
farm like our 
parents did
we see ourselves as 
the stewards of our 
land for past and 
future generations
maintain some 
from others in 
community
intensive 
involvement with 
local groups and 
causes
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Family #_
Due to various adverse circumstances, farm families may face certain possible 
outcomes. As you think about your family and your farm, how concerned would you be 
about the following on a scale from 0 to 4? (Please circle the appropriate number, 
ranging from 0 to 4, with 0 = "None" ; 1= "Some Concern"; 2 = "Moderately 
Concerned"; 3 = "Quite Concerned"; and 4 = "Deeply concerned".)
None Some Mod.  Quite  Deep
*9. loss of operation
10. loss of capital investment
*11. loss of identity as farmers
12. loss of reputation as good 
businessmen
13. guilt over personal failure
*14. guilt over failing family
*15. dependence on others
16. maintaining standard of living
17. children might not be able to farm
18. loss of way of life
19. finding a different source of income 
to support children
20. losing land to a better businessman
21. lack of successor’s commitment to 
farming
22. opinions of others in the community
23. having to leave community and extended 
family to find work
24. looking for another self-run business 
venture
0 1 2 3 4
0 1 2 3 4
0 1 2 3 4
0 1 2 3 4
0 1 2 3 4
0 1 2 3 4
0 1 2 3 4
0 1 2 3 4
0 1 2 3 4
0 1 2 3 4
0 1 2 3 4
0 1 2 3
4
0 1 2 3 4
0 1 2 3
4
0 1 2 3
4
0 1 2
3 4
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Please list any other main issues or situations that deeply concern you.
Family #_______
This section lists long-range (5-year) objectives shared by some troubled farmers. 
Depending on your current occupational status, some of these may require you to 
imagine yourself having been forced out of farming. On a scale from 0 to 4, how much 
do you (or would you) desire to accomplish these? (Please circle the appropriate 
number to indicate your level of desire, ranging from 0 to 4, with 0 = "None"; 1 = 
"Slight Desire”; 2 = "Moderate Desire"; 3 = "Strong Desire"; and 4 = "Very Strong 
Desire".)
*25. regain status as farmers
*26. stay in home community
 *27. get a new start in something 
different or somewhere else
*28. regain self-respect
*29. regain independence
*30. provide for children
*31. plan next generation’s succession
*32. prepare for children’s education
*33. regain fam ily operation
*34. get back into farming
*35. be able to expand the operation
 Very
None Slight  Mod. Strong  Strong
0 1 2 3          4
0 1 2 3  4
0 1 2 3 4
0 1 2 3  4
0 1 2 3 4
0 1 2 3 4
0 1 2 3 4
0 1 2 3          4
0 1 2
3  4
0 1 2
3          4
0 1 2
3  4
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Family #_______
*36. be able to buy land
*37. have enough income to use on items to 
make my fam ily ’s life more enjoyable
*38. pay debts to settle my accounts
"39. show others I can come back
Very
None  Slight  Mod.  Strong Strong
Please list any other long-range (5-year) objectives you have for you, your family and 
your family farm.
This section of the questionnaire is made up of some sets of social and material 
resources which have been placed on either end of a continuum. You may have access 
to or consider using both types of resources, however, please indicate which one you 
prefer to use. From which material and social resources would you be more likely to 
draw in order to cope with your concerns and accomplish your objectives? (Circle the 
dot which represents your preference.)
Much Some- Some- Much
More what About what More 
So More Equal More So
41. personal educa­
tion, skills and 
abilities
ability to work as a 
team member
42. commitment to 
farming as a 
career
willingness to 
consider another 
occupation
*40. move elsewhere, for better employment 
opportunities
0 1 2 3 4
0 1 2 3 4
0 1 2 3 4
0 1 2 3 4
0 1 2 3 4
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Family #_______
*43. family commitment 
to and participa­
tion in the fam ily 
operation
Much Some- Some- Much 
More what About what More 
So More Equal More So
income from family
off-farm
employment
44. borrowing from 
institutional or 
governmental creditors
borrowing from 
relatives
*45. children are independent, 
pendent, self-reliant
children make 
significant contri­
butions to the farm 
operations
*46. advice and guidance 
from experts
advice and 
experience of 
family
47. willing to defer 
household needs 
for farm
*48. friends and relatives 
provide contacts 
for off-farm 
employment
*49. fam ily pooling in­
kind and finan­
cial resources
willingness to lever­
age to keep farm
friends and 
relatives provide 
moral support to 
stay in farming
financing through 
local lenders
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Appendix E
Kev for Coding World View Checklist
*1. Education
2. Birthplace
1 = Home - Live within 50 miles of birthplace
2 = Illinois
3 = U.S.
4 = Foreign
3. Comm.Gen. = Generation 
which moved to the 
community
*4. Reason Liv. = Reason 
for living where 
they do
*5. Occup = Occupation
1 = Parents
2 = Grandparents
3 = Great Grandparents
4 = Earlier Generation
Refer to Personal/Family/Community Questionnaire, 
question K, for reasons and corresponding numbers
1 = Farm only
2 = Farm and off-farm
3 = Off-farm only
4 = Homemaker
5 = Retired
6. Work Type = Classification
of work as to 
yeoman or entre­
preneur orientation
*7. Farm Rel = Farm ing 
with relative or 
other person(s)
Yeoman = Jobs that require only basic education 
and training. Tend to be blue collar jobs. Also 
included are farmers with no off-farm job.
Entrepreneur = Jobs that require additional education, 
training or individual initiative. Tend to be white 
collar jobs. Also included are those with multiple 
Jobs.
0 = Not farming
1 = Self or household
2 = Relative
3 = Non-relative
4 = Part of farm with relative and part with self only
5 = Landlord only, not out in fields
1 = High School
2 = Some College
3 = Associate Degree, Business College,
Technical School, Military
4 = Bachelor’s Degree
5 = Some Graduate School
6 = Graduate Degree
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*8. Manage = Management 
structure of farm 
operation
9. Grow = Commodities 
raised on farm
*10. Facres = Number of 
acres farmed
0 = Not farming
1 = Household only
2 = Informal cooperative
3 = Legal partnership
4 = Incorporated
5 = Landlord
6 = Combination of any of the above
10 = Grain only
12 = Grain and livestock
13 = Grain and vegetables
X = Average size of farm in county of residence
11. I a c r e s  = Number of 
acres inherited
12. Investment, Heritage
& Living = Rank of 
values of land
1 = Investment/business
2 = Family heritage
3 = Means of earning a living
*13. Income = Ratio  of 
farm to non-farm 
income
See income categories, Farm/Occupation 
Questionnaire, questions T and U, for ranges of 
income and corresponding numbers.
*14. Rfarm  = Reason(s) for 
farming
See Farm/Occupation Questionnaire, question U, 
for reasons and corresponding numbers.
15. Child Farm = Whether 1 = Yes 
an adult child is 2 = No
farming or a young 3 = Unsure 
child is expected to 
farm
16. Reasonf = Reason for 
child not farming
1 = Not interested
2 = Other occupation
3 = Not financially possible
4 = Too young
5 = Went out/forced out
6 = Not sure him/herself
7 = Want them to get an education
8 = Parents didn’t encourage or encouraged them
another way
9 = No opportunity to farm
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17. Personal Imp’s = 
(House)
Personal impressions based on observation of where 
money is being spent -- house and conveniences or 
farming operation
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Coding Schedule for World View Check List
Y o m a n E n t r e p r e n e u r 0 1 3 4
• E d u c a t i o n 1 . 2 . 3 4 . 5 . 6 H + Y = Y H = Y ,  W= E H = E ,  W=Y H + Y = E
B i r t h p l a c e 1  [ 4 ] * 2 . 3 H + Y = Y H = Y ,  W= E H = E ,  W=Y H + Y = E
Comm. G e n 2 , 3 , 4 0 , 1 H + Y = Y H = Y ,  W= E H = E ,  W=Y H + Y = E
* R e a s o n L  1 v 3 , 5  [ 2 , 6 ] 1 . 4 3 Y s ,  2 Y s / 2 , 
o r  2 Y s + [ x ]
2 Y s / l E
1 Y / 1
2 E s / 1 Y
1 E / 1
3 E s ,  2 E s / 2  
o r  2 E s + [ x ]
• O c c u p 1 , 4  [ 5 ] 2 , 3 H = 1 ,  W = 1 ,4 H = 1 ,  W = 2 ,3 H = 2 , W = 1 , 4 H = 2 ,  W= 2 , 3
W o r k  T y p e S e e  k e y S e e  k e y H + Y = Y H = Y ,  W=E H = E ,W = Y H + Y = E
*Farm  R e l 2 , 4  [ 0 , 5 ] 1 . 3 2 4 1 3
1 , 2  [ 0 , 5 ] 3 , 4 , 6 2 1 3 , 6 4
G r o w 1 2 . 1 3  ( 1 0 ) 1 2 . 1 3
* F a c r e s # n o  r e n t  
o r  < 2 0 0  
< x + 1 0 0
r e n t  s o m e  
> x + 1 0 0
r e n t  < 2 0 0
a n d
< x + 5 0
r e n t  < 2 0 0
a n d
< x + 1 0 0
r e n t  < 2 0 0
a n d
> x + 1 0 0
r e n t  2 0 0 +  
a n d
> x + 1 0 0
( a c r e s ) > 5 0 . > 7 5 < 5 0 . 0 > 7 5 > 5 0 < 5 0 0
I n v / H e r / L 1 v 3 1 2 , 2 1 3 , 3 2 1 1 3 2 , 1 2 3 , 2 3 1 3 1 2 2 1 3 . 3 2 1 2 3 1 , 1 2 3 1 3 2
• I n c o m e 3 , 2 > F / N F  
N O  N F
1 F >N F
N F = F
N o  N F  o r  
3 F > N F
2 F > N F 1 F > N F N F = F  o r  
N F » F
* R e a s o n  F a r m 4 , 5  [ 6 ] 1 , 2 , 3 3 Y s ,  2 Y s / 2 2 Y S / 1 E  
o r  1 Y / 1
2 E s / 1 Y  
o r  I E / 1
3 E s ,  2 E s / 2
C h i l d  F a r m 1 2 1 2
R e a s o n  C . F . 3 . 5 . 9  [ 4 . 6 ] 1 , 2 , 7 , 8 2 Y 1 Y 1 E 2 E
I m p r e s s i o n s  G l o b a l  r a t i n g  b a s e d  o n  p e r s o n a l  o b s e r v a t i o n
* Numbers in brackets are Y/E neutral. Either ignore or follow coding specifications.
# Facres refers to the number of farm acres before the reduction due to economic
difficulties. Also, if the number of acres rented and the number of acres 
farmed conflict for categorization, number of acres rented takes precedence.
%Iacres refers to the number of acres inherited in the past or expected to inherit in 
the future, or the total of those two figures.
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Well-being T imeline
Now I'd like to have you all work on a family project. "Well-being" is a term that 
many of us probably have our own definition and understanding of, but for this project, 
we all need to be talking about the same thing. So for the purposes of this project,  
"well-being" will mean "how good you felt about your family’s life as a whole, and how 
optimistic you were about what the future held for your family."
On the following graph, I would like you, as a family, to plot the following. First, 
think back over the last 5 years. With a solid vertical line, indicate the month and 
year you contacted Rural Route. Next, draw a broken vertical line at the month and 
year where each of the following occurred. Then use the scale from 1-10 along the 
left side of the graph to place a dot at the appropriate level where:
1. Your fam ily well-being was the highest.
2. Your fam ily well-being was the lowest.
Now, using these levels of well-being as reference points, what was the level when or 
where:
3. Your fam ily contacted Rural Route.
4. Your fam ily well-being is at present.
5. Your fam ily well-being has taken noticeable turns.
Please connect your dots with lines showing whether there was a gradual change, like 
this:
or whether there was a rather abrupt change, like this:
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P lease  t e l l  me w hat was g o in g  on in  
in  your l i v e s  t h a t  made i t  su ch  a 
good t im e  f o r  y o u .
P le ase  t e l l  me what was go ing on 
in  your l iv e s  th a t  made i t  worse 
th an  any o th e r  tim e fo r  you.
What e v e n ts  o c c u r r e d  be tw een  (A) 
and (B) t h a t  c o n t r ib u t e d  to  th e  
change i n  y o u r  f a m i l y ' s  w e l l- b e in g ?
What d id  y o u r  f a m i ly  do a s  i n d iv i d u a l s  
or t o g e th e r  t o  h a n d le  th e  p rob lem  
w hich o c c u r r e d  a t  t h i s  t im e ?
Who e ls e  o u ts id e  your fam ily  was 
in v o lv e d  a t  t h i s  p o in t ,  and how? 
I f  R . R . ,  r e p . ,  s p e c i f ic  steps?
What d id  your fa m ily  do as 
in d iv id u a ls  o r to g e th e r  to  
c e le b ra te  t h is  good tim e in  your 
l iv e s ?
How a re  you  d e a l i n g  w i t h  th e  
u n c e r t a in t y  c a u s e d  by th e  d ro u g h t?
How much r a in  have you go tte n  
t h i s  summer? When, approx .?  
C u rren t assessm ent o f c rops/ 
l iv e s to c k ?
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